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THE COLONIAL COLLEGE AND 
TRAINING FARMS, 


HOLLESLEY BAY, SUFFOLK. 





On the fine Seaside Estate of the College (2,000 acres), in a splendid 
Climate, STUDENTS have unique opportunities of receiving Training, 
practical and theoretical, which will fit them for a career abroad or 
at home. 

Full information from the Prrxcrpat at above address, or from Mr. 
GoprrryY Jounson, 8, Victoria-street. Westminster. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 


SOCIETY, LIMITED, 





FULLY SURSCRIBED CAPITAL - - £2,000,000 
PAID-UPANDONCALL - - - = £200,000 
RESERVE FUND - - - - = = £180,000 


Fipetiry GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
BonpDs. MorTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 

HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C, 
X IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS X 


In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED 











PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 

LO88 OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtamed on ion to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 

GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licenssd Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED 








1836. 





FUNDS - : : - . 
INCOME .- - - - - 
YEARLY BUSINESS (1901) - 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - - 


£ 3,900,000 

£467,000 
£ 1,663,159 
£ 13,900,000 


THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovr Prorrrs. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate, 
| Age | Premium | Age | Premium| Age | Premium 
| 20 | 178%) 80 | 116%] 40 | #2 10%, 
£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last resulta, 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 


Duration | lO yre. | 20 yrs, 


Amount of Policy | £1,199 | £1,498 


40 yra. 
£2,067 


30 yrs. 
£1,724 
Full information on application to 
THE MANAGER, 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON, 
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Current Topics. 


Mr. Horack Epmunp Avory, K.C., has been appointed 
Recorder of Kingston, in succession to the late Mr. Banpswatx. 
Mr. Avory was called to the bar in 1875. 





THe NEW RULE which in substance provides that every 
action in every division shall be tried in the county or place 
fixed by the court or a judge, has attracted some attention. In 
Winstanley v. Kendal, which came before the Court of — 
on Monday last, the Master of the Rolls is reported to have 
said that in his opinion regard ought still to be had to the 
sme of origin of actions, and country actions ought not to be 

ught up to London without sufficient cause. We do not 
know how far this observation will apply to the trial of witness 
actions in the Chancery Division. A proportion of these 
cases are country actions, and the j have hitherto been 
very unwilling to order them to be tried at the assizes. If the 
rule is intended to introduce a new practice in this respect, we 
shall watch the experiment with much interest. 


Sxcrion 24 of the Licensing Act, 1902, provides for the regis- 
tration of clubs which ne “a neue a neal a 


other premises which are habitually used for the 

club, and in which any intoxicating liquor is wuaguektoeiabien 
or their guests”; and, under section 25, this register is 

kept by th clork to the justices of each petty sesmonal di 

and a retura, giving particulars as to the club and stati 

there is kept _ the club ames a register of the 

addresses of the club members, is to be made every 
January, We print eleewhere an order which has 
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by the Home Secretary, prescribing the form of register to be 
kept. 





Ir witt be seen from the report of the Incorporated Leeds 
Law Society, extracts from which we print elsewhere, that the 
society has scored a success in dealing with a practice, which we 
believe is rather prevalent among municipal corporations, of 
providing, on the sale of surplus lands, that no abstract of 
title shall be delivered to the purchaser, but that absolute 
covenants for title shall be given by the corporation. The 
result of the society’s remonstrances has been that the corpora- 
tion have admitted the right of the purchaser to a short abstract, 
and to a covenant for, or acknowledgment of right to, production 
of the conveyance to the corporation. 





Ir 1s to be feared that the new rules of the House of 
Commons, under which members have to attend at an earlier 
time than the old hour of 4.30 o’clock, will result in a 
diminution of legal Members of Parliament. It is plainly 
impossible for a busy man in either branch of the profession to be 
present at the commencement of the sittings. It is to this cause, 
we imagine, that the retirement of Mr. A. F. Warr is mainly 
due. He has been a very useful representative, not only of the 
interests of his constituents, to which his attention has been 
most assiduous, but also of the legal profession, in the dis- 
cussion of measures affecting their interests. His retirement is 
a subject of much regret. 





Some suRPRISE was occasioned by the announcement in the 
Times last week that Lord Justice Romer was to givaa dinner 
to his Majesty’s judges on Friday in last week. Rumour at 
once interpreted this as a farewell function in view of the 
elevation of the learned Lord Justice to a higher tribunal. The 
facts, we believe, were that the dinner was in substitution for the 
usual whitebait banquet of the judges, which was omitted last 
summer; that Lord Justice Romer was in charge of the 

ents for the festivity, and that he was wrongly 
assumed to be the host. 





Mr. Justice Kexewicu took eccasion last Wednesday to make 
some strong remarks upon the subject of delay in bringing 
causes to a hearing. In the case which gave rise to the 
observations the summons, which was for limited administra- 
tion, had issued in December, 1900, and after a lapse of six 
months, had been amended. Five months later the summons was 
adjourned into court, and an order was also made for the 
examination of certain witnesses; this having been done, the 
summons came on for hearing on Wednesday last, nearly two 
years after it had been issued. There appeared to be some 
palliation for the delay, though by no means sufficient to excuse 
it, or to deter his lordship from stigmatizing it as a “‘ scandal.” 
It is certainly difficult to see why so long a time should have 
been allowed to pass without getting the matter disposed of ; 
but, although, as his lordship observed, the plaintiff is as a 
general rule the culprit, there was in this case no ground for 
imputing the delay to any party im particular. But it is 

ifying both to suitors and to the public in general to hear 
so strong an official condemnation of the “‘law’s delay,” and to 
learn that in the generality of cases in these days expedition is 
one of the chief desiderata in and about Masters’ Chambers, 
Those who still base their idea of Chancery procedure upon 
Jarndyce v. Jarndyce would have surely been amazed to-hear 
Mr. Justice Kzxzwicu’s animadversion upon the lapse of a mere 
twenty-two months! 





Sixce ove recent observations on the “typewriting scare” 
we have received @ letter from a correspondent, who is inter- 
ested in the preservation of the old system of law writing, 

; out the various objections to typewriting. We do not 
think, however, that the abolition of this mode of transcription 
is within the range of practical questions. The typewriter 
snables nearly twice as much work to be done as could be 
accomplished by the old system, while the use of carbon sheets 








enables more than one copy to be made at-the same time; and 


again, a typewritten letter s preferable to a letter in an 
illegible hand. Accordingly, the machine has found its way 
into the offices of even the most conservative solicitors, and out- 
side the profession it is rapidly superseding handwriting. We 
have seen it stated that the terms of peace signed at the con- 
clusion of the war in South Africa were contained in a type- 
written document. "We have never yet, however, come across 
a typewritten will. The important matter appears to be to 
abolish the violet ink and to ensure that that the black ink, or 
so-called “ ink ribbon,” is of good quality. 


THE WEEK has been marked by an occurrence which we believe 
is unprecedented. The Lord Chancellor has entered the list of 
contributors to the daily press. In the Times of Friday in last 
week he reviewed at great length the sixth volume of the new 
issue of the Encyclopedia Britannica. No one who knows the 
wide range of his knowledge, and his intimate acquaintanc3 with 
English literature, will dispute his qualifications as a reviewer, 
but then they have not previously, so far as is known, led him 
into the ranks of newspaper writers. What can have moved 
him to take up his pen on the present occasion? The answer 
seems to be apparent on a perusal of the review. The volume 
noticed contains divers articles on legal subjects, and 
these form the professed -subject of the review; but we 
imagine it is really two of the articles which account for 
its appearance. In the volume under notice Lord Davey 
discusses the changes in our legal system, and he requires to be 
mildly castigated; Mr. Brickpate discusses Land Registration, 
and he requires to be strongly commended. Lord Davay is told 
that in contending that demurrers ought not to have been 
abolished, and in describing their abolition as ‘‘ disastrous,” 
“he does not seem to observe that the possibility of such a 
system involves as its basis the insistence on a precision of 
statement of cause of action and defence which it was 
the great effort of the framers of the new system to 
abolish. If any statement of facts, however loose, from 
which could be gathered either a cause of action or a 
ground of defence was to be sanctioned under the new 
system, this would render demurrers impossible.” And with 
regard to Lord. Davey’s advocacy of an appeal 
court in criminal cases, he is told that the tribunal he 
recommends would not deal with one great difficulty. ‘ Why,” 
the Lord Chancellor asks, “‘if an offender may appeal against 
excessive severity, may not the Attorney-General appeal against 
excessive leniency? Some judicial persons have brought the 
law and its administration into contempt by sentences so 
ridiculous as to constitute a public scandal, and this side of the 
question is one with which Lord Davey’s suggestion does not 
profess to deal.” 





Bur ALL TuIs is subsidiary to the notice of Mr. Brickpatr's 
article in the Encyclopedia on Land Registration, which the 
public are informed “ is an admirable summary of the history of 
the question, and somewhat more accurate in its details than 
that portion of Lord Davey’s article which deals with the 
matter.” Can it be that we have here the secret of the 
“ girding”’ at Lord Davey? It is probable that the recent 
defeat of the ambitious projects of the Land Registry by the 
county council of Northamptonshire has led to the prominenca 
given to Mr. Brickpate’s article, and toa remark which we must 
venture to pronounce altogether unworthy of the reviewer. He 
says that ‘‘ the history given by Mr. Brickpa x is interesting as 
disclosing how the efforts of Parliament and a consensus of the 
most eminent lawyers for generations have been rendered 
nugatory by the efforts of a comparatively small class to preserve an 
endless source of profitable employment for themselves.” It is 
remarkable how, when our ordinarily good-humoured Lord 
Chancellor touches on the subject of his scheme of land 
transfer, he becomes imbued with vitriolic tendencies altogether 
foreign to his nature. It may be asked, with much respoct, 
whether he really considers that every solicitor or other person 
who deems his plan useless and a source of greatly increased 
expense is actuated by motives of personal greed? He has only 
to look at the reports of the Incorporated Law Society on the 
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subject to see that even solicitors may be actuated by a desire to 
promote the best interests of Jandowners. How does he account 
for the recent action of the Northamptonshire County Council ? 
While we greatly deplore this charge brought by the head of 
the law against one branch of the legal profession, we are 
bound to say that it is in entire accordance with the spirit in 
which the system has been hitherto administered. 





Tue Acr of last year for restricting the sale of intoxicating 
liquors to’ é¢hildren was considéred for the firet time, so far 
as we are aware, by the High Court on the 28th inst. in the 
case of Brooks v. Mason. The case was remarkable for the 
absence of the mens rea which usually forms an ingredient in a 
criminal offence. The Act imposes a penalty upon any publican 
who knowingly sells or delivers intoxicating liquor to a child 
under fourteen years of age ‘excepting such intoxicating 
liquors as are sold and delivered in corked and sealed vessels in 
quantities of not less than one reputed pint for consumption off 
the premises only”’; by the definition clause ‘“‘ sealed ” means 
“secured with any substance without the destruction of which the 
cork, plug. or stopper cannot be withdrawn.” The appellant in 
Brooks v. Mason delivered to a child a pint of beer in a bottle 
having a glass stopper with a gummed label passing over it 
from one side of the bottle to the other: one end of the label 
was affixed to the side of the bottle with sealing wax, the other 
end was not so secured, and the gum being wet, a zealous 
constable, who appears to have been outside the public-house, 
was able to remove the label with the sealing wax attached to it, 
both label and wax remaining intact. The magistrate found 
that the appellant was aware of the age of the child, and also 
that he honestly believed that he had secured the label in con- 
formity with the requirements of the Act. On these facts he 
convicted the appellant. On the appeal it was sought to establish 
that the honest belief that the bottle was properly secured took 
the case out of the prohibition contained in the Act—the word 
“knowingly ” being read as applying to the words of exception 
as well as to the prohibition. This contention was manifestly 
untenable, and the Divisional Court affirmed the conviction. 
We do not see that the case was even a hard one; where a man 
knows that he is committing an offence unless he take such pre- 
cautions as will bring him within an exception, it is right and 
necessary that he should be bound to take those precautions 
successfully, or else suffer the consequences of his own careless- 
ness, 





Lincoun’s-ryw has sustained severe losses by the death of two 
renior members within one week—Mr. W. B. Corman and 
Mr. H. Oasson. Of these, Mr, Conran was the better known 
personality among the present generation of barristers. The 
son of Mr. Justice Corrman, he inherited a bent for law, and 
set a fine example of interest in all aspects of the profession 
outside his practice. He was athoroughly sound and learned-con- 


veyancer and real property lawyer, whose knowledge was |. 


always ready to hand and readily imparted without hesitation 
to any of his brethren who might bein need of it. He would 
have made an excellent conveyancing counsel to the court, but 
he never attained to any official position, and was probably much 
too modest to press his claims. But the profession and the 
country were probably the richer on. this account, for 
he was able to devote his leisure,.to other interests, and 
he did it in a hearty fashion. Much of ,his life was 
devoted to the Inns of Court. Volunteer Corps, of which he 
became the commanding officer in succession to Mr. Oxor. 
Russert, and did much to keep it on foot during its nadir, 
before the recent war set it on its legs again. In ‘this, no less 
than in his professional work, he shewed his characteristic 
devotion to real work and contempt for parade. He was the 
despair of inspecting officers on ornamental occasions, careless 
of his personal appearance, and only too obviously conscious of 
the hollowness of the whole affair. But in a comparatively real 
field day across country, or combined mancouvres, he was in his 
element; this was work and not play, and he was on the alert 
himself and kept his men on the alert. He was not a War 


Office or a ladies’ soldier; and had he been younger he would 
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of his outside interests was freemasonry, and towards the end of 
his life he took a very leading part in_ the formation of the 
Chancery Bar Lodge, which ‘is now a flouri institution. He 
was a frequent habitué of the Common Room to near the end of 
his life, and a figure well known to even the youngest barristers. 
He will be greatly missed wherever sound learning and modesty 
and devotion to the widest interests of the profession are held in 
esteem. Mr. Casson was another type—he was, in a sense, in 
the world, but not of the world. We deal elsewhere with his 
admirable qualities, but his overwhelming practice left him little 
time for other pursuits than the law. He did most effective 
work as a conveyancer, and was content todo that well. Lincoln’s- 
inn is the poorer for the loss of these excellent and learned 
lawyers, each of a different type—the social and the official. 





WE mAD occasion in a previous issue.(46 Soxicrrors’ JovrNat, 
p. 695) to comment briefly upon the decision of the House of 
Lords, on the 5th of August, in Driefontein Gold Mines v. Janson. 
We return to it for the purpose of drawing attention to what was 
said by the Lord Chancellor with reference to ‘‘ public policy.” 
It will be remembered that the action was brought to recover 
for the loss of gold under a policy of insurance, and that the 
underwriters, the defendants, relied on the fact that the plaintiff 
company was a subject of the government of the Transvaal, and 
that the gold was seized by that government for the purposes of 
expected hostilities with this country. The insurance of the 
plaintiffs’ property: against risk of such a seizure was, the 
defendants argued, against public policy. In the Court of 
Appeal Vauenan WILLIams, Ls ., dissenting from the majority 
of the court, held that an insurance in express; terms 
against this particular loss would be inconsistent with the 
public duty of a British underwriter, and that it might be 
contrary to his public duty to enter into a contract of insurance 
against the risk of capture even where the risk of capture was 
not a risk of capture in the course of actual war between the 
country of the assured and the country of the underwriter. The 
learned judge was of opinion that the seizure was with a 
view to a threatened war with Great Britain, and that it was 
illegal for a British subject to contract to insure subjécts of the 
Transvaal against such a stizure. He said: “I take it that if 
it is made out that it would be injurious generally to the State 
_to allow such a contract by a British subject to be valid, the 
rinciple must be applied, although there may be no previous 
instance of its application to this icular case.” The decision 
of the majority of the Court of Appeal, that the insurance was 
not contrary to rag policy, was upheld by the House of 
Lords, and in his judgment Lord ury says: “The 
judgment of Vavenan Witt1ams, L.J., is put upon the sole 
ground that this policy is against public _ ae 
He calls it a contravention of public interest, injurious to 
the country, inconsistent with public duty, and repugnant 
to the interests of the State, and no doubt there are equivalent 
phrases to be found in many judgments where their application 
is expounded, but the learned judge, beyond using these phrases, 
does not go on to explain in what sense they are used, and how, 
and on what principles of law, the policy in question was un- 
lawful. I do not think that the phrase Be ublic policy ’ 
joene whieh is» veneer . It not leave 
at large to each tribunal to fin i i 
against public policy. . . . of various branches 
ot the law learned persons have analyzed the sources of the law, 
aud have sometimes ex their opinion that such and such 


a provision is bad because it is contrary to publie policy, but I 
deny that any court can invent a new head of ie policy.” 
The Lord Chancellor in his criticisms upon the use of the phrase 
“against public policy” was merely apg what 
had been previously said by other judges. Richardson 
v. Mellish (2 Bing. 229), Bunroven, J., said: “ Public policy 


is a very unruly horse, and when once you get astride it you 
never know where it will you.” And in the leadi 
of Hilton v. Eekersley (6 E. & B. 47) Lord Canrnect said that 


he entered with reluctance the consideration of what 
instruments should be held i 


i 





have made his mark in the South African campaign. Another 
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questions of political economy, and he thought that it would be 
better for our courts, where there was no illegality at common 
law which made the framing of such instruments a criminal 
offence, to give effect to them unless they were avoided by Act 
of Parliament. It is possible that Vavenan Wit1ams, L.J., 
had not the slightest intention of enlarging any recognized 
principle of the law, but merely intended to extend the rule that 
contracts with an alien enemy cannot be enforced, to new and 
special facts. But his judgment cannot be supported without 
putting a construction upon the expressions ‘‘ war” and 
“ warfare ” which is warranted by no previous decision. 


Tue Lord Chief Justice signalized his first sitting after his 
South African voyage by delivering a judgment of great import- 
ance in Lord Mayor of Sheffield v. Barclay ( Times, 28th inst.), and 
in the result he differed from the opinion expressed by Lord 
Liypiey when as Linpiey, J., he gave judgment in Simm v. 
Anglo-American Telegraph Co. (28 W. R. 290, 5 Q. B.D. 188), 
and held that the person who sends in to a company a forged 
transfer of shares or stock is liable to the company for loss 
arising from registration of the transfer. The question of 
liability for loss in respect of forged transfers was very much to 
the front some years ago, and the discussion led to the 
passing of the Forged Transfer Acts of 1891 and 1892. Of 
course the registration of the forged transfer cannot prejudice 
the person in whose name the stock stood prior to the regis- 
tration : Barton v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (38 
W. BR. 197, 24 Q. B. D. 77); and if the company has issued 
a certificate to the transferee so as to enable him to dispose of the 
stock to a third person, the company is estopped, as against such 
third person, from asserting that he has no title to the stock. 
Consequently, if they are compelled to restore the stock to the 
original holder, they are bound to pay its value to the latest 
holder by way of compensation: Re Bahia and San Francisco 
way Co. (16 W. R. 862, L. R. 3 Q. B. 584). There 

ins under such circumstances the question whether the 
company are entitled to look for indemnity to the person who 
ted the forged transfer and asked for registration of it. 
is assumed, of course, that such person is quite innocent of 
the forgery. In Simm v. Anglo-American Co. the question 
arose upon a complicated state of facts which, for the present 
purpose, may be put as follows: A. was the registered owner 
of stock in the company; A.’s clerk, by means of a forged 
transfer, sold the stock to B., who purchased as trustee 
for ©. In due course B. was registered, and he 
subsequently transferred the stock to D. as trustee for a 
bank who took the stock as security for advances to be made 
to C. Advances were made, but ultimately the forgery was 
discovered and A. claimed the stock, whereupon C. repaid all 
the outstanding advances. The company having restored A. to 
the register and refused to recognize any other title, D. brought 
an action against them claiming the value of the stock, and the 
company brought an action against B. and C. claiming indemnity. 
The circumstances were peculiar, for any title which D. might 
have he held only as trustee for C., who, in effect, had sent in 
the forged transfer for registration. Nevertheless Linpxey, J., 
held that D., as an innocent transferee who had taken on the 
faith of the register, was entitled to recover against the company, 
and that the company were not entitled to an indemnity. The 
learned judge put this latter result upon the ground that a 
person who sends in a transfer to the company only represents 
that he believes it to be genuine, and the risk of acting upon it 
lies on the company, who are charged with keeping the register 
correctly, ‘It appears to me,” he said, “that a duty is thrown 
on the company to look to their own register; and that duty the 
company owe to those who come with transfers, and I do not 
see any corresponding or conflicting duty on the part of the 
person who brings the transfer, except, of course, that of bringing 
what he believes to be an honest document.” 














Ir wEcsmE unnecessary to test the statement when the case 
went to the Court of Appeal, for that court reversed the judgment 
of Lisvreyr, J., in the action—that against the company— 
and the company in consequence did not press their claim to 


point does not seem to have been raised. again till the present 
case of Lord Mayor of Sheffield v. Barclay before Lord Atver- 
sTonE, C.J. On the present occasion a new principle has been 
applied which has turned the tables in favour of the company— 
in this case, the Corporation of Sheffield. Corporation Stock of 
the value of £8,500, which was standing in the name of two 
trustees, was in 1893 transferred by a transfer, which 
as to one trustee was a forgery, in favour of Messrs, 
Barctay & Co. By them it was subsequently retransferred. 
On the forgery being discovered in 1901, the corporation 
had to restore the stock to the trust, and they have 
sought indemnity for the consequent loss against Messrs. 
Barctay & Co. Lord Arverstrone has decided in their favour 
upon the strength of the following principle enunciated by 
Tixpat, CJ.,in Zoplis v. Grane (5 Bing. N. C.): ‘‘ Where an 
act has been done by the plaintiff under the express direction of 
the defendant, which occasions an injury to the rights of third 
persons, yet if such an act is not apparently illegal in itself, 
but is done honestly and bond fide in compliance with the 
defendant’s directions, he shall be bound to indemnify the 
plaintiff against the consequences thereof.” The principle was 
applied more recently in Dugdale v. Lovering (L. R. 10 C. P. 196), 
where Brett, L.J., pointed out that it was not confined, as had 
been contended, to cases of agents. It must be admitted that if 
the company are not,as Lord Linptzy held, under any duty to 
maintain the accuracy of the register—if they are simply in- 
different custodians of it—then the principle fits the case very 
neatly. The corporation, acting with apparent legality and in 
good faith, infringed the rights of the true owners of the stock at 
the request of Messrs. Barcuay & Oo., and the latter have to 
bear the Joss. On the other hand, the view put forward by 
Lord Linpiey places the risk of dealing with the register 
entirely on the corporation or company and excludes any idea of 
indemnity. It may be assumed that this divergence of view will 
come before the Court of Appeal. 





THE cuRRENT number of the Law Quarterly Review contains a 
paper by Mr. Maurice W. Ricamonp on ‘‘ Lawyers and the 
Public,” the substance of which was delivered as a public 
lecture at the University College, Wellington, New Zealand. 
The theme of the paper is the ethical justification of the legal 
profession, and it is satisfactory, especially at the commencement 
of a new legal year, to find the writer arriving at the conclusion 
that a lawyer can practise his profession with safety to his 
conscience, and also that the public are likely to require his 
services to the end of time. Mr. Ricsmonp commences, indeed, 
by referring to a debate which he was once privileged to hear 
upon a motion “That the legal profession is a parasite 
infesting the community and ought to be extirpated.” And the 
theory that the lawyer has to keep his conscience for Sunday 
use only is not unknown among authorities of standing. Mr. 
Lzcxy, in a passage which Mr. Ricumonp quotes from “ The 
Map of Life,” after describing the arts of advocacy, concludes : 
“It is not surprising that a profession which inevitably leads to 
such things should have excited scruples among many good 
men.” Anyone who has any acquaintance with the practical 
conduct of litigation knows that that is all nonsense, and we are 
not surprised to find the editor of the Law Quarterly Review 
stating in a footnote that Mr. Lecxy’s strictures are quite 
unworthy of. his abilities. Mr. Ricumonp finds better apprecia- 
tion of the lawyer’s functions in Ruski, and he quotes, from 
“ Unto this Last”’ the enumeration of the “ five great intellectual 
posleenite relating to daily necessities of life,” including the 
awyer’s, whose duty is to enforce justice. But this, however, 
excellent from an ideal point of view, is open to objection, since the 
lawyer’s ability toaid hisclient in particular, or the State in general, 
is limited by the law, which is by no meaas a synonym for 
justice. And it has to be remembered, too, that neither the law 
nor the legal profession are very much concerned with force. 
The majority of actions at law are not concerned with forcing 
people to do anything, but solely with ascertaining what, under 
the circumstances, is to be done. And the same holds good of 
far the larger part of a lawyer's work, which has nothing at all 
to do with litigation. Law reste, in the long run, on consent, 
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so arranging and defining their mutual relations that they shall | 
know what todo. The complications of business and property 
render the existence of a separate profession for this purpose a 
necessity. ‘ The profession of the law,” concludes Mr. Rion- 
mond, ‘‘ will therefore continue until unto perfect goodness 
there shall have been added also perfect knowledge, until, that 
is to say, the end of all things shall have been accomplished.” 
So we can all of us take heart and go on with our work. 








The Negotiation of a Marriage 


Settlement of Personalty. 


WE propose in this article to discuss very shortly the principal 
questions that arise on, and the precautions to be taken in, the 
negotiation of a marriage settlement of personal property. 

As soon asa gentleman has been accepted by a lady, he has 
in most cases to obtain the sanction of her parent, or guardian, 
or of some other near relation, to his engagement. At this 
interview he will generally have to explain the nature and 
amount of his property, if any, what are his prospects in his 
profession, and possibly what expectation he has of having a 
fortune leftto him. -In return, he will receive some information 
as to the lady’s present and future fortune. It but rarely 
happens that any arrangement as to settlements is made at this 
interview, except that it is not uncommon for the lady’s father 
to say that a proper settlement must be made, and that his con- 
sent to the marriage is contingent on such settlement being made 
to his satisfaction. Prudent people leave further negotiations 
to their solicitors. 

It is a general rule that, if péople wish to negotiate without 
the possibility of losing their tempers, it is better to conduct the 
negotiation through agents; this is of special importance in the 
negotiations for a marriage settlement, for as the parties will, if 
the marriage takes place, be placed in a position of considerable 
intimacy, it is of the utmost importance that no angry or hurt 
feelings should arise in the course of the negotiations. Solicitors 
are in the habit of conducting negotiations, sometimes of a very 
hostile nature, without raising hostile feelings in their opponents ; 
on the other hand, many persons, particularly those who are 
unaccustomed to business, become hurt if any person ventures 
to differ from them, and consider him to be an insolent fellow. 

The effect of a marriage before the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882, was to give the husband very large 
interests in his wife’s fortune, the nature of which will be found 
stated with some minuteness in Elphinstone’s Introduction to 
Conveyancing, at p. 300, et seg. It followed that the settlement 
of the lady’s fortune consisted, to a very large extent, of pro- 
visions made for her and the children of the marriage by the 
intended husband. Probably for this reason it used to be the 
invariable practice for the lady’s solicitor to forward to the 
husband’s solicitor a statement of her fortune, present and 
future, which was to be settled, but not stating the provisions that 
he proposed, leaving it to the husband or his advisers to suggest 
the nature of the settlement. As, however, a marriage at the 
present day does not operate so as to give the wife’s fortune to 
the husband, the settlement of her fortune is no longer a 
provision made by him, and, therefore, it is not unusual for the 
wife’s solicitor to send pro as to the settlement of her 
fortune, together with the statement of what it consists; but it 
is apprehended that the more correct practice is to leave it to 
the husband’s advisers to propose the terms of the settlement of 
the lady’s fortune. 

The intended husband’s solicitor pre a statement of 
what property the intended husband wishes to settle, and sends 
it to the lady’s solicitor with pro for the settlement of 
both the gentleman’s and the lady's fortune. In the negotia- 
tions for the settlement two matters have to be considered— 
frst, what property is each party to bring into settlement; and 
segond, how is it to be sottled ? 


The first question requires careful consideration; it is the 
usual, perhaps we may sa 
lady is young to settle all 


the universal, practice where the 


possible, the intended husband should settle the same amount as 
the lady. Oare, however, should be taken not to settle the 
whole of his fortune, as, even if he be a very careful man, some- 
thing is certain to happen sooner or later that will render it 
necessary to make an expenditure that he cannot make out of 
income, so that, if all his capital is settled, he may be forced to 
adopt the ruinous course of borrowing on the security of a life 
interest and policy. 

Where the husband’s property consists of land, the question 
arises, is it to be put into strict settlement, or is it to be settled 
as personalty by means of a trust for sale? Formerly it was, 
and still is in some parts of England and in Wales, the practice 
to settle even small landed estates by way of strict settlement, 
but the inconvenience of this course is so great that at the 
present day a strict settlement is rarely made on marriage unless 
the property to be settled is large in value, or where it is an old 
family estate, or where it is intended to support a peerage; we . 


_ do not propose to discuss strict settlements in this article. 


The next question is, how is the property to be settled? It 
will greatly conduce to advising wisely on this matter if the 
solicitor conducting the negotiations will consider what is the 
object of a settlement. The common marriage settlement of 
personalty has for its object to provide for the maintenance of 
the spouses and the preservation of the capital for their children 
or issue after the death of the survivor of them. 

Whzere the subject of the settlement is personalty, or land to 
be settled by way of trust for sale, the ized practice is for 
each of the intended spouses to take the first life interest in his 
or her own fortune, and for the survivor to take a life interest 
in the whole, the intended wife being restrained from anticipa- 
tion. After the death of the survivor of the spouses, the capital 
is usually settled on the children or issue of the marriage as the 
spouses or the survivor shall appoint, and in default of appoint- 
ment, on such of the children as attain twenty-one, or being 
female marry, with hotchpot and advancement clauses. 

The principal variation in the provisions as to the life interest 
occurs where the intended husband is in business. Here, owing 
to. the possible risk of bankruptcy, it is not uncommon for the 
intended wife to take the first life interest in both fortunes. In 
order to prevent the husband from beiog absolutely dependent 
on the wife, her life interest in his fortune may be made subject 
to a power to the trustees to apply part of the income for the 
maintenance of the intended husband and the children of the 
marriage, but this provision is not usual. In this case the life 
interest of the eet in the wife’s fortune should be made 
determinable on alienation or bankruptcy, with power to the 
trustees, after a forfeiture has occurred, to apply the income for 
the benefit of any persons claiming under the settlement or for 
an after-taken wife or his issue by her. Objection is sometimes 
taken by the lady’s advisers to extending this power 
so as to include an after-taken wife and her issue, 
but this objection is ill-founded, and arises from a mis- 
conception of the reason for i ing the clause. It is 
obvious that if, after the bankruptey of the intended husband, 


the trustees pay any part of the income to him, they are commit- 
ting a breach of trust, as it ought to be paid to the trustee in 


bankruptey, and the object of the clause is to enable them to 
pay the income to some who will ically allow the 
husband to derive some benefit from him. It isclear that, if he 
is living with an after-taken wife, payment to her will in effect 
be a provision for him, and in like manner payment for the benefit 
of his issue, whether by the intended or an after-taken wife, 
will enure for his benefit. 

In the case we are discussing the husband's life interest in his 
own fortune should be made determinable in the same manner, 
and with the like power to the trustees, as in the case of the wife's 
fortune, for although the provisions as to determination on 
bankruptcy will fail as to the husband’s property, they will be 
valid as regards any property settled by any other person in 
which he takes a life interest, and will be valid in the case of 
a charge or alienation made by him of his own property. 

The principal variation in the provisions for the children 
ocours where there is an entailed pro out of which the 
eldest son will be provided for, In this case it is common to 
propose that he should not tske under the settlement cf 
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proper course is to make him one of the objects of the power of 
intment, to except him, in the first instance, from the class 
who are to take in default of appointment, but to provide that, 
if no other child takes a vested interest, he shall take the settled 
funds if he attains twenty-one. 
Sometimes it is proposed that, instead of the spouses having 
a joint power of appointment, each of them should have a power 
of appointment over the property brought into settlement on his 
or her part. Such a proposal should be objected to. If the 
i is a happy one, no serious difference of opinion is 
likely to arise between the spouses as to the provisions to be 
made for any child, and, on the other hand, if unhappy differ- 
ences should arise, it appears undesirable to enable either spouse, 
by a threat of exercising the power, to put pressure on the 
children to take his or her part. H. W. E. 


( Zo be continued. ) 








The Solicitor-Trustee’s Remuneration 


Clause. 
L 


Wira somewhat pedantic strictness, the Court of Chancery and 
its successor, the Chancery Division, have always held that a 
trustee is not at liberty to receive from the trust estate any 
remuneration for his services unless a direction to that effect 
has been inserted in the instrument creating the trust. This 
rule frequently bears hardly upon ordinary trustees who thus 
eg inn expend time and trouble in the conduct of the trust, 
it presses with special severity upon solicitor-trustees, to 
whom, in the natural course, it would fall to transact the legal 
business of the trust estate. They are bound either to give their | 
services for nothing (Broughton v. Broughton, 5 D. M. & G. 160; 
Re Corsellis, 34 Cb. D., p. 681), or else to pass the work on to some 
other solicitor, who, though he may be equally competent, will 
not have the same interest in it. This state of things led many 
years ago to the introduction of a clause which, in one form or 
another, has become familiar, and which—in its more restricted 
form, at any rate—has more than once received judicial sanction: 
the clause, that is, which allows a solicitor-trustee to charge 
either for work strictly professional, or for all work, whether 
professional or not, done by him in the administration of 
the estate. ‘One continually sees,” said Lord Craywortn, 
C., in 1856, in Broughton v. Broughton (supra), “ provisions 
introduced into wills and settlements enabling a solicitor 
acting as trustee to receive remuneration just as if he 
had not been appointed trustee, and it is very often con- 
venient to make this arrangement.” And to the same effect 
= Lord Haruentey, C., in 1872, in Imperial Mercantile 
Association v. Coleman (L. R. 6 Ch., p. 570): “ A testator, 
whose will is drawn by a solicitor more often than not, and also 
parties to settlements, which are invariably drawn by solicitors | 
—honourable men, no doubt, giving full information to their 
cliente—continually introduce clauses enabling an executor or 
trustee to make his usual charges, the testator or settlor thinking, 
no doubt, that it would be a greater evil to be deprived of the 
services of bis solicitor than to pay him his bill of costs.” The 
reasoning in this passage is open to criticism, but the fact 
remains that the clause in question has been recognized as usual 
by the highest judicial authority. 
its original form—and it cannot be said that 
the sbove remarks contemplated anything wider — the 
Gause extended only to professional services. In later 
forms attempts have been made, with more or less success, 
to extend it in such 2 way a8 to remunerate the solicitor-trustee 
for his time and trouble generally given to the trust business. 
But the construction of these clauses is by no means clear, and 
it may be useful to consider the different forms which have been 
, and to note the meanings which have been attached 
to some of them by the courts. The earliest to which it seems 
worth while to refer we take from the third edition of Bythewood 
and J; (p- 917), published in 1649. It runs as follows: 


make the usual professional charges for advice given and business 
transacted and done for and on behalf of my trust estate, any rule of 
equity to the contrary notwithstanding ” 


The form in the second edition of Davidson (1861, vol. 3, 
p. 639), repeated without alteration in the third edition in 1873 
(vol. 3, p. 792), is similar in its scope : 

“The said L. M and any future trustee who shall be a solicitor or 
attorney may, by himself or his firm, act as solicitor or attorney to 
the trust estate, and to the trustees or trustee for the time being, and 
shall be entitled to charge and shall be paid for business so done by 
him in respect of the trust estate in the same manner as if he had not 
been a trustee.’ 


That clauses of this nature only allow a solicitor-trustee to 
charge for services which are properly rendered by him as 
solicitor was decided by Romituy, M.R., in Harbin v. Darby (28 
Beay. 325). There a testatrix directed that one of her executors, 
who was a solicitor, should “ be at liberty to charge for his 
professional services asif he had not been appointed an executor 
and trustee” of the will. The taxing-master taxed this 
executor’s bills on the principle that he was only entitled to 
charge for professional services rendered by him in his strict 
character of attorney and solicitor and conveyancer. He there- 
fore disallowed all charges for work done and services rendered 
which might have been done by an executor himself in his lay 
capacity, such, for instance, as charges for attendances for the 
following matters :—Paying premiums on policies, transferring 
stock at the Bank of England, arranging with auctioneers as 
to sales, and making payments to pene and to creditors. 
And these disallowances were uphe 
the Rolls. “When,” he said, ‘a solicitor is appointed 
executor, and is authorized to charge for his professional 
services, the court necessarily makes a distinction 
between those things which properly belong to his office 
of executor, and those which relate to his character of solicitor.” 
Hence the solicitor-executor was only entitled to charge for 
matters in regard to which, had he been a lay-executor, he 
could properly have employed a solicitor. A similar decision 
was given by Kay, J., in Re Chapple (27 Oh. D. 584), where a 
testatrix directed that a solicitor, whom she appointed executor 
and trustee, should, notwithstanding his acceptance of “ such 
offices, and his acting in the execution thereof, be entitled to 
make the same professional charges . . . for all business done 
by him, and all attendances, time and trouble given and 
bestowed by him in or about the execution of the trusts 
and powers of my said will, or the management of my 
trust estate, real or personal, as if he, not being him- 
self a trustee or executor hereof, were employed by the 
trustee or executor.” Here there was nothing to extend 
the solicitor-executor’s right to remuneration beyond matters in 
which he might properly be professionally employed, and 
Kay, J., restricted his right accordingly; saying at the same 
time that it would require very clear words to induce him to 
accede to the contention that the solicitor was to be paid 
professional charges for everything which he did either as 
solicitor to the executors, or in his private capacity of executor. 
Subsequently to 1860 and possibly before—the precedent 
books contain numerous attempts to extend the solicitor’s right 
to remuneration beyond his charges for strictly professional 
work. He is to be allowed “ usual professional and other 
charges,” or he is to be paid for work done “ whether strictly 
professional or not,” or “‘ for work which a trustee not being a 
solicitor would do personally.” Thus the fifth edition of 
Prideaux, published in 1856, contains (vol. 2, p. 182) a clause as 
follows : 

“ Any trustee of there presents who may be a solicitor shall be 
entitled to charge, and shall be paid out of the said trust premises, for 
all business (whether strictly professional or not) done ” him ia 


relation to the said trust premises in the eame manner as if he had 
not been a trustee.”’ ” 


A considerably more extensive form was introduced by 
Messrs. Wotstennotmy and Tunwen in their earlier editions of 
the Conveyancing Acts. In the third edition (1883) it runs 
(p. 235) : 

“The mid ——~ and any other person to be hereafter appointed a 
trustee of these igs may be a solicitor and ~aheahensiiy 
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trust premises his usual profeesional costs and charges as well by way 
of remuneration for business transacted by him or his partner or 
partners personally or by his or their clerks or agents (including all 
business of whatever kind not strictly professtonal, but which might have 
been performed or would necessarily have been in person by a 
trustee not being a solicitor) as costs and charges out of pocket in the 
same manner as if the said —— and any other such son as afore- 
said had not been a trustee or trustees hereof, but been employed 
and retained by the trustees hereof as solicitor in the matter of the 


trusts.”’ 

The important words in this form are those in brackets which 
we have italicised. They were referred to by Kay, J., in Re 
Chapple (supra), and he remarked that no such words occurred 
in the will then before him. ‘I must say, however,” the 
learned judge added, ‘that the form to which I have just 
referred is in my opinion one which no solicitor ought to put in 
its entirety into a will drawn by himself, unless the testator has 
expressly instructed him to insert those very words.” Mr. 
WorstEnHOLME’s clause itself came up for adjudication in Re 
Fish (1893, 2 Ch. 413), and the Court of Appeal, including Kay, 
LJ., who took no further objection to it, held it to be 
effectual to enable the solicitor-trustee to charge for his time 
and trouble generally as well as for professional work. 
“JT think,” said Kay, LJ., “that the meaning and 
intention of the clause is to give the solicitor-trustee power 
not only to charge for work which is the proper work of a 
solicitor done for a client, but also to charge for work which he 
would be bound to do as trustee, or which he might do as 
trustee, and which would not properly be solicitor’s work, as 
though it were professional work.” And Liypiey, L.J., too, 
held that the solicitor-trustee was entitled to charge ‘‘ not only 
for his professional services, but for his trouble as a trustee.” 

Some years, however, before the decision in Re Fish (supra) 
Mr. WotstenHOLME had abandoned the form in question for the 
following, which will be found in the fourth edition (1885) of 
the Conveyancing Acts (p. 249), and which is retained in the 
last edition (the sixth, 1902) of Forms and Precedents (p. 126): 


‘That any trustee in the conduct of the trust business may, instead 
of a ting personally, employ and pay an agent, whether being a solicitor 
or any other person, to transact all bwiness and do all acts required 
to be done in the trust, including the receipt and payment of money ; 


and that any trustee being a solicitor or other person engeged in any 
prof 


profession or business shal! be entitled to be paid all essional 
charges for business transacted and acts done by him in conne tion 
with the trusts hereof, including acts which a trustee not being in 
avy profession or business could have done personally. 


The reference in the first part of this clause to receipt of 
money was introduced to avoid the inconvenience of trustees 
attending personally to receive purchase-money, as rg ar by 
the decisions in Re Bellamy and Metropolitan Board of Works (24 
Ch. D. 387) and Re Flower and Same (27 Ch. D. 592), an 
inconvenience which is now avoided by section 17 of the 
Trustee Act, 1893; but the clause may in other respects still 
be effectual to extend the powers of trustees to employ agents, 
The latter part of the clause is apparently intended to give in 
more concise form the saine right of remuneration as was given 
by the earlier form, and probably, in spite of the decisions 
subsequent to Re Fish, it can be relied on to have that effect. 
The words “ usual professional charges,” which at first sight 
seem to limit the charges to such as are made for strictly 

rofessional work, did not have this effect ascribed to them in 

¢ Fish, when they occurred in the earlier form ; and the words 
‘including acts which a trustee not being in any profession or 
business could have done personally” are equivalent to those which 
formed the basis of the decisionin Re Fish. At the same time 
this form has not the advantage of actual judicial sanction, and 
the words ‘‘usual professional charges” are not so clear as 
“ professional and other charges,” This improvement occurs in 
the form in the latest edition of Prideaux (18th ed., 1900, vol. 
2, p. 593), which in other respects is practically the same as 
Mr. Wo stennoime's later form. 

With the later clause of Mr, Wotsrznnormn’s which we have 
just quoted should be —— the clause which has been 
recently approved by the Oouncil of the Incorporated Law 
Society : 

“Tt le hereby declared that the executors or exeoutor, or trustees 
or trustee, for the time being may, instead of 
employ and ® solicitor or any other person to transact 
business or do any act of whatever nature required to be done in the 


oe 
executorship or trust, includ pron oy shew an om 
Sad. Semele; abe any anasto aaa } , being 
or other person engaged in any profession or business, may be so 
employed, or being a sole executor or trustee may so act; and shall 
be entitled to charge and be paid for all work done and time 
by him or his firm in relation to the executorship or trust, 
acts which a trustee not being in any profession or business 


have done personally.” 


Optional words are added which are meant to preclude a 
double set of payments where there is more than one trustee 
entitled to the benefit of the clause. The noticeable feature in 
the clause is that it omits entirely the reference to “ professional 
charges,” and gives the professional trustee a right to be paid 
generally for “all work done and time expended.” On the 
other hand, it seems to restrict the right of payment to cases 
where the solicitor-trustee ‘unless he is a sole trustee) is actually 
employed by his co-trustees. In this respect it accords with the 
recent decision of Kexewrcn, J., in Re Devereux (46 Soxicrrors’ 
JouRNAL, 308, 320), which will be noticed subsequently. It 
retains the important words “ including acts which a trustee not 
being in any profession or business could have done personally,” 
which are essential in order to get the benefit of the decision 
in Re Fish (supra). 

(Zo be continued.) 








Circumstantial Evidence. 


THE original edition of WIxLs on Circumstantial Evidence was pub- 
lished in 1838. An extract from the preface, inted in the present 
edition,* shews that the author wrote from Bagbeston, Birmingham, 
and the preface to the pressnt volume recalls that he was for many 
years 8 solicitor in large ice in that town. It is a happy fortane 
which has placed the of revising the work in the hands of one so 
peculiarly fitted for it, as well by the ripe ience and sound 
wisdom which are the outcome of a long and judi 
career as by the ties of relationship. The text, 
WILLs, in the present preface, has been most carefull 
recovsidered th out, but in substantial 

tions of the principles Isid down in the text drawn 
later date than that of the last edition. In some 
engaged as counsel, some I have tried as a j 
gathered from the relation of friends upon 
The rest have been found for me in the 


~ 


| in the Times, or other contemporary 1 - 


The book opens with a masterly exposition of 
govern evidential proof, and in i 
evidence which forms its special subject. 
between that absolute certainty which is the resalt of 
demonstration, and which ceases to be obtainable 
abstractions and deal with events 
possible is moral certainty, which is 
oot the datees : hich i aaterally 
upon the con to whi 
is this state of certainty which should 
before they arrive at a verdict of 
enable them to act “ without doubt,” 
to our jurisprudence, to be treated as innocent. 
singularities of the human mind tbat 
prudence a contrary result be 
records that at Berne, in 184 


evidence of the crime having been committed. it 
reliable, An example is quoted in Lord 

oon of the Hunsgrt, 

stated he bad set the firet house on fire. 


* before to do it. “Though,” 
Citet Justice told the King that ‘all bin dieewene Wen 0 
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he did not believe him guilty,’ yet upon his own confession the jury 
found him guilty, and he was executed accordingly.” And he adds, 
“‘Though no man could imagine any reason why a man should so 
desperately throw away his life, which he might have saved though 
he had been guilty, since he was accused only on his own 
confession, yet neither the judges nor any present at the trial did 
believe him ty, but that he was a poor distracted wretch, weary 
of life, and chose to part with it this way.” Theincident is a curious 
example of the callousness which may effect the admioistration’ of 
justice, treating it as a mechanical thing to be operated according to 
certain rules, without regard to the intrinsic rightness of the result. 
The extreme limit was reached, it may be supposed, in the case of the 
judge—lItalian, we believe—who, after being an eye-witness of a 
murder, himself presided at the trial and conviction of the wrong 
man, being actuated by the idea that his position precluded him from 

The proper subject-matter of the book covers very nearly the whole 
field of evidence as applied in criminal courts. Circumstantial 
evidence, the author maintains, is of a nature identically the same 
with direct evidence. ‘‘ The distinction is, that by direct evidence is 
intended evidence which applies directly to the fact which forms the 
subject of inquiry, the factum probandum ; circumstantial evidence 
is equelly direct in its nature, but, as its name imports, it is direct 
evidence of a minor fact or facts incidental 'to or usually connected 
with some other fact as its accident from which such other fact is 
therefore inferred.” The substantial difference is that in cases of 
direct evidence, the judgment of the mind as to the guilt of the 
accussed person follows at once on heariog the evidence, provided 
it is accepted ; in cases of circumstantial evidence, the mind has tu 
take the further step of reasoning from the facts proved to the 
further fact of guilt. The guilt is a matter of inference, and before 


this inference is drawn it has to be considered whether it is necer sary ; 
or, in other words, whether the facts proved can be explained on any 
other 


hypothesis than the guilt of the accused. It is this interval between 
the facts proved and the final fact of guilt that constitutes the dis- 
tinction between direct and circumstantial evidence, and which, as 
the author admits, makes evidence of the latter kind in its nature less 
cogent ; and he refers in this connection to the caution once given by 
Baron ALDERSON: ‘‘It was necessary to warn the jury against the 
of being misled by a train of circumstantial evidence. The 
ind was apt to take a pleasure in adapting circumstances to one 
another, and even in straining them a little, if need be, to force them 
pe a of «ne connected whole; and the more ingenious the 
mind the individual, the more likely was it, in considering such 
matters, to overreach and mislead itself, to supply some little link 
that is wanting, to take for granted some fact consistent with its 
previous theories and to render them complete”: Reg. v. 
Hodges (2 Lewin ©. C. 227). 


But after making all due allowance for the inferiority of circum- 
stantial as compared with direct evidence, the majority of cases bave 
to be decided upon evidence of the former kind, and the present 
volume contains a fund of well-arranged information, supported con- 
a by actual examples, as to the various forms which circum- 

evidence assames. The concluding section of the book gives 
a series of instances in which the effect of circumstantial evidence has 
been specially striking. One of the most interesting is the case of 
Rez v. Richardson, from Burnett’s Criminal Law of Scotland, 
which occurred in 1786. 

A woman who lived with her ts in a remote district 
of Kirkou 


this shoe. His defence was that he was occupied in the morning at his 
master’s work, but it appeared that he had absented himself for half- 
an-hour, which would enable him to commit the murder. Before his 
execution he confessed the deed. The learned editor has also 
included in this section an account of the Yarmouth murder case in 
1900, which has been revised by the Lord Chief Justice, who presided 
at the trial—Rex v. Bennetti—in Fe , 1901. Here also a slight 
matter—the identification of a mark on the clothes of the deceasd 
with the mark used at a particular laundry at Bexley—gave the 
clue which led to the accumulation of the great mass of circumstanu- 
tial evidence upon which the accused was convicted. 


Poisoning cares and cases de on proof of handwritirg 
naturally afford instructive examples of circumstantial evidence, and 
among cases of the former kind, which are referred to at length, are 
those of PALMER and MADELEINE SmiTH. The latter isa remarkable 
instance of the prisoner obtaining the benefit of the doubt. Hand- 
writing cases are illustrated by the Matlock Will case (Cresswell v. 
Johnson, 1864), and Heme v. Burchardt (1891), in the former of 
which the learned editor assisted as counsel and in the latter 
as judge. ‘They are,” he says in the preface, ‘‘ distinguished by 
one very curious circumstance which I do not remember to have 
seen or heard of in any other instance. In each the question in 
the cause was whether certain documents were forgeries. In 
each it turned out that a single stroke of the pen afforded an 
absolutely infallible test of the genuineness of the documents in 
question. In each case the indication had escaped the observation of 
of the experts, and I was fortunate enough to discover it.” With 
this interesting reminiscence we must leave a book which has the 
merit of being at the same time of great value to the criminal lawyer 
and of absorbing interest to the general reader. A note at p. 236 
shews that Mr, Justice Writs has received from a reliable source 
two receipts for the concoction of alibis so as practically to defy 
detection, but ‘“‘he hesitates to ys into print anything which 
could help to suggest the means of success in such an enterprize.” 
We are willing for the entertainment the book has given us to pardon 
this implied slur upon its readers. 








The Late Mr. Casson. 


Tue death, announced elsewhere, of Mr. Henry Casson, of 4, Stone- 
buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, one of the Conveyancing Counsel of the 
Chancery Division, creates a gap in the ranks of conveyancers not 
readily to be filled, and his loss will be widely felt by practitioners 
whose business involves dealings of magnitude or complication with 
real re Mr. Casson was called to the bar at the Inner Temple 
in 1856, and was throughout his career associated with conveyancing 
practice, first as pupil of the late Mr. CHaruzs (afterwards Vice- 
Chancellor) Hatt, later assisting Mr. Hau in dealing with that 
gentleman's colossal , and soon bimself acquirmg a large 
business, which continued undiminished down to hisdeath, in spite of 
legislative changes tending to reduce the volume of conveyancing 
work generally. be questions of real property law few opinions 
carried greater weight than those of Mr. Casson. Asa drafteman 
he was clear in expression and consistently accurate, and in ali 
matters of conveyancing practice his wide experience enabled him to 
speak with authority. 

Nataral ability and his great industry would in any case have 
brought Mr. Casson to the front rank, but he himself never tired of 
declaring what he owed to the teaching of Mr. Hatt, When Mr. 
HALL was raised to the bench in 1873, Mr. Casson succeeded him as 
Conveyancing Counsel to the Court, and acquired during his long 
tenure of that post, following on the years during which he had 


y | assisted Mr. Hatt, a vast ee of the conveyancing practice of 


the court, the trait of w he was always ready to place at the 
disposal of those who sought his help, 


. CASSON also succeeded 
Mr. Haiti as Conveyancing 


Counsel to the Metropolitan Board of 


taken | Works, and later filled a similar post to the London County Council, 
Ecclesiastical 





and he became adviser of the Commissioners in 
conveyancing matters. His knowledge of the working of the Lands 
Clauses Act, and the compulsory taking of land by gablle bodies, was 
perhaps unique, and it is to be re that he never gave to the 
pr the benefit of his koow in the form of a book on those 
subjects ; but a laborious practice little timme for such work, and 
those who knew his character best may think that his high standard 
of thorou 6 would under any circumstances have deterred bim 
oon a . To some extent, ins le knowledge is 

was @ conspicuously capa teacher, as the 
succession of pupils in his chambers testified, and there must be 
many who owe much of their legal knowledge to his training. 

Only those who knew Mr. Casson in private life can full 
appreciate his exemplary character, but the many who sought his 
advice, always freely given in difficulties, will remember him with 
gratitude as a wise counsellor and trusted friend. He was a genial 
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nion, and a generation now passing away may think of him as 
ater (he olaped for Gesstechaar though not at Lords), a 
skater (for many years honorary secretary of the London Skating 
Club), and a golfer before golf was a suburban game, and not only 
as @ conveyaucer. 








Reviews. 


Conveyancing Precedents. 


Kgy AND ELPHINSTONE’S COMPENDIUM OF PRECEDENTS IN COoN- 
VEYANOING. SEVENTH EpitTion. By Sir HowanD WARBURTON 
ELPHINSTONE, Bart, M.A., one of the Conveyancing Counsel 
of the Court, Wim114mM Hew Cortman, B.A, and ARTHUR 
Dickson, LL.B., Barristers-at-Law. In Two VoLumEs. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

It we are late in noticing this edition of a work which has attained 

a great reputation, it has been owing to our desire to test in pract'ce 

both the new form of the work and its contents. It now appears on 

thin, but tough paper, with the result that the volumes are greatly 

diminished iy thickness — = a —S The paper 4 

opaque and gives no trouble from the next page shewing throug 

oa is at the same time strong. We think, therefore, we must 
describe the change ss an improvement. We must confess, however, 


- as a user of Key and Elphinstone from the earliest period,that we have 


a strong liking for the shape and size in which it originally appeared, 
and cheat be glad if the use of thin paper enabled a return to be 
made to the old size. You could carry the volume about in your bag. 

The changes in the substance of the book, as regards the 
precedents, are not very numerous, but the work is kept up to 
modern st wpa age | there has — — ag — of 
‘“‘ Agreements ”’ a precedent of an agreement for the supply of electric 
li ot teamed etal manek to the Board of Trade pea: | and the 

ctric Lighting Acts, 1882 and 1888. The ent is neatly 
drafted, but it makes the company supplying the light master of the 
situation, and we think that the editors’ note, that ‘‘some- 
times the consumer stipulates that no change should be made 
in the pressure of the supply,” should read ‘‘the consumer 
should always stipulate,” &. Again, to the valuable head 
of ‘Conditions of Sale” there bas been added a form of 
conditions of sale by tender. Under Agricultural Leases, the editors 


‘have very properly omitted some of the forms on the ground that 


they are rarely required. One of the most important additions 
in the first volume is a form of conditions of sale of a building estate 
in small lots, which, however, we think is hardly in place ay the 
‘* Miscellaneous Precedents.” It is a complete and satisfactory form 
for cases in which the purchase-money is to be paid by instalments, 
and it is followed by forms of conveyances of plots forming part of a 
building estate, There is also added to these ‘‘ Miscellaneous 
Precedents’? an ingenious form of . mortgage, made before 
conveyance of unregistered land in a district where registration 
is compulsory, with the object of avoiding the delays of the 
Land Registry. And in the second volume there are added forms 
for enabling the donee of a power of sale under & ora 
settlement to create and sell a rent-charge before selling the land, 
which will be useful in Lancashire. It will be seen that, as 

the precedents, the editors have been careful to keep them up to the 
“rr ents of practitioners. 

t is to the notes, however, in this edition that we desire to draw 
special attention, Not only are they eminently practical and in- 
forming—approaching more nearly to that model of notes, Davidson's 

»veyaocing, than any other work with which we are acquainted— 
but they are carefully brought down to date, both as to decisions 
and suggestions, We commend the “Note on the Settled Land 
Acts,” at p. 475 of Vol. I., to the consideration of our readers. We 
think that a more luminous and masterly exposition of the effvot of 
~ 4 bey not be imagined. Pe an. 

t is y necessary to say that, in our opinion, the present 
will evhance the reputation of the work. There are still. however, 
some respects in which an improvement might be effected. The separate 
forms of clauses do not always correspond with the clauses relative to 
the same matters in the complete precedents ; the separate forms are 
not always conveniently arranged—we have never, for been 
able to understand why the forms of recital of death and probate do 
not follow the forms of recital of wills, and there are some other 
instances of the same thing. If the separate clauses were carefully 
revised and rearranged, an improvement would be effected even in 
this most satisfactory book. 





The Law of Companies. 


A Treatise on Tas Law or ComMPANIeS, OONSIDERED 48 A 
Branog or tae Law or Partygsrsatp. By the Right Hon. 
Lord Liwpiey, « Lord of Appeal iu Ordinary, Srxta Eprrron. 





By the Hon, Watrzr B. Luypiey, Barrister-at-Law. In Two 
VotuMEs. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The editor of this standard work on law reminds us in 
the preface tet thirtom_ Yours have passed since the ious of the 
previous edition, It requires but a t acquaintance with the 
subject to realize the importance of 

and case ag gs has accumulated within 


of the most noteworthy—. 

Cas. 337), which, so far as misrepresentation i 

end to the equitable doctrine of constructive , and evoked 
irs place the Directors’ Liability Act, 1890; and Salomon’s case (45 
W. R. 193; 1897, A. C. 22), which sanctioned the introduction of 
limited liability for private traders in the form of one-man companies, 
a result which the Legislature impliedly approved by i from 
modifying it by the Companies Act, 1900. Of statute law, in addition 
to the enactments just mentioned, there has been the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890. Taese changes, if they cannot be said to 
have touched the foundations of the of limited liability 
introduced by the Companies Act, 1862, have loundly 
affected the various stages of the commencement, ing, and 
winding up of a company, and it is essential that they should 
readily accessible in any work on which the practising lawyer relies 
for guidance. 

The at work treats of company law in four books—the first is 
devoted to the formation of companies and the allotment of shares ; 
ro gps all eBay ng = ging = ions of companies as 
regards pon-members ; third to the rights and obligations 
of members of companies between themselves; and the fourth to 
the dissolution and winding up of companies. The first book has 
given considerable scope for new matter in regard to the provisions 
ot the Act of 1900 relating to the allotment of shares and the issue 
of prospectuses, and, in spite of changes in the law, the useful 
summary of the various cages in which shareholders have or 
have not been held entitled to repudiate their shares on the ground of 
fraud, with the various sub-divisions which make the summary easy 
of reference, has been retained. The most important feature, perhaps, 
in the second book is the re-statement of the law with regard to 
debentures, a portion of the subject which has of course required 
very careful revision, and to which we gather the editor has 
devoted special attention. The section now contains a usefal aad 
concise exposition of the law, and it deals lucidly with the 

culiarities of the debenture as a floating security. The common 
orm of judgment in a debsnturesholder’s action, which was settled in 
Downes v. Wolverhampton District Brewery (Limited) (W. N. 1899, 
229), has been inserted at p. 337. third contains numeroas 
matters of practical importance. Recent decisioos saad 
legislation have setded the law as to the issue of capital, 
while it is firmly established that shares cannot be issued 
discount, the Act of 1900 has abolished the injustice that 
frequently attendant on the of section 25 of the Act 
of 1867, The issue of shares and the liabilities shareholders 
are dealt with in the practical manner which characterizes the work 
generally, and of which a further instance will be fouad in the dis- 
cussion of the cases on the payment of divi after the loss of 
capital. This is a matter in which the judgments of Lord him 
self have been very influential. 

A large part of the second volume is taken up with the text 
statutes and rules, matter which it is essential to include to 
the utility of the book; and we may call attention to the hex | 
onal enn od ts nie daa anne 
current series ro i i 
taken by Mr. F. ©. Phillips, in the employ of the publishers, mx 
have been a task of great labour. Toe treatise in the present edition 
will be very useful, both to the profession and to 
generally. 





The Law of Minerals. 


Mr. Cockburn justifies by statistics the i 
oéal in this im and 
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couvtry h«s naturally gathered round itself a great mass of law, and 
Mr. Cockburn has und-rtaken a useful, and at the same time a very 
laborious task, in expounsing it. We have referred to bis work as 
comprehensive, and » glance at the contents will justify the term. 
After giving, in tabular form, a statement of the various judicial in- 

ons which have been placed on ‘‘ mines”’ and ‘‘ minerals,’’ he 
deals in Chapter II. with concerned with mines and miving, their 
powers, rignts, and liabilities; in Chapter III. with the various classes 
of lands in which mining may be carried on; in Chapter IV. he explains 
dealings with mines and minerals, and in particular with mining 
leases ; Chapter V. is devoted to the incidents of mining, such as the 
right of support, rights of water, way-leaves, &c. ; Chapter VI. states 
the statutury provisions regulating mives; Chapter VIL. deals with 
rates, taxes, and duties; and Cnapter VIII. takes up the incidents 
attached to the severmg and trading in coal, including the Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893, as applied to minerals, the carriage of minerals by 
railway or canal, and the carriage of minerals by sea. 

The above survey indicates the great extent of ground which Mr. 
Cockburn has essayed to cover, and he has shirked none of the 
trouble which such a task involves. He points out in the preface 
that the number of cases, the effect of which he states, has left no 
space for technical discussion of doubtful and conflicting decisions, 
and we are not sure that this would have added to the utility of the 
work. The lawyer who is concerned with mining law will be 
sufficiently grateful for the very full guidance Mr. Cockburn gives in 
referring to case-law, and for the practical information and sugges- 
tions with which the work aeunal. In this respect the author has 
the great aivantage of practising in one of the leading mining 
districts. To turn to one section of the work in particular—that 

ing with mining leases—we note that sufficient is said of the 
general Jaw of landlord and tenant to lay a foundation for the 
subject, while the special incidents of mining leases, and the reasons 
which exist for their various provisions, and the points to be attended 
to on either side in negotiating a mining lease, are all stated with 
e clearness and precision. Considerable light is thrown on 
the subject by references to the Mining Royalties Report of 1890. 
In the cuncluding chapter a section is devoted to trade unions and 
trade disputes, in which prominence is given to the recent important 
decisions on these matters. The work is likely to rank as a standard 
authority on the law of mining, and we congratulate the author on 
so successful an outcome of his labours. 





The Yearly Practice. 


THe YEARLY SvuprREME Court PRAcTICE, 1903: BEING THE 
JUDICATURE ACTS AND RuvuLzEs, 1873 TO 1902, AND OTHER 
STATUTES AND ORDERS RELATING TO THE PRACTICE OF THE 
SUPREME COURT, WITH THE APPELLATE PRACTICE OF THE 
House or Lorps. WirH Practica Notes. By M. Murr 
MAcKENZIE, B.A., a Bencher of the Middle Temple; 8. G. 
Lusnineton, M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law; and JoHN 

Fox, a Master of the Supreme Court; assisted by 
A. C. McBarnet, B.A, and ARcHIBALD Reap, B.A., of the 
Inner Temple. IN Onz VoLUME. Butterworth & Co. 


The Yearly Practice has now established its position as a 
convenient statement of the rules and practice of the Supreme 
Court, and the edition before us has been carefully revised so 
as to incorporate the — which have been made in the 
course of the past year. Under the new rule 27 (29) of R. 8. C., 
ord. 65, directing the taxing-master on a taxation to allow 
‘all such costs, charges, and expenses as shall appear to him to 
have been necessary or B aos ow for the attainment of justice,” &., a 
note is given in the following terms: ‘‘ Not only is the discretion of 
the taxing-master greatly increased by the new rule, but it practically 
gives to & wivning litigant an indemnity for all costs iocurred, 
subject, however, to the limitations mentioned in the latter part of 
the rule.” This is certainly the apparent object of the rule, but we 
should have been glad if the writer of the note had stated whether, 
in fact, thisis the result of present taxations, A reference is given to 
the ruling of Kekewich, J., in Re Bradshaw (1902, 1 Ch., p. 450) that 
® direction for taxation ‘‘as between solicitor and client” is still 

where such costs are to be allowed. It is not 


: 
=¥ 


to operation are duly noted, and a much-needed adjustment of 
the R. 8. C. to the practice under the summons for directions has been 
effected. The blue colouring which edges the part of the book 
to the R 8. C. gives a very convenient way of distinguishing it 
both from the Judicature Acts, which in consolidated form occupy the 
first part of the volume, and from the forms and Supreme Cour: 
Attogstier tho volume is calouleted to answer very floaty the 

ume is to answer very efficiently the 
practitioner’s needs. oe , 
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The Licensing Act, 1902. 


Tae LicEnsInG Aor, 1902: A PrRAcTICAL GUIDE TO ITS PROVISIONS; 
INCORPORATING TEXTUALLY OR BY EASY REFERENCE ALL AOTS 
AND ForMS NECESSARY TO ITS INTERPRETATION AND EXECUTION. 
With Brier Eprrorrat Norges, BLANK PaGEs FOR ANNOTATIONS, 
AND A COMPREHENSIVE INDEX. By Henry LINDEN RILEY, 
Solicitor. James Cornish & Sons, Liverpool. 


Tue Liocrnsine Act, 1902, AnD THE INTOXICATING Liquors (SALE TO 
CHILDREN) Act, 1901. Wira ExpLANnaTory NoTEs, PRECEDED 
BY AN INTRODUCTION DESCRIBING THE LAW WITH REGARD TO 
“Orr” Licences. By GzorGE CEkcIL WHITELEY, Barrister-at- 
Law. Steveos & Haynes. 

THe Licensinc Aot, 1902. WirH AN EXPLANATORY TREATISE 
SPECIALLY CoMPILED FOR GENERAL AS WELL AS PROFESSIONAL 
UsE, Fut TExtT oF THE ACT, VARIOUS EXTRACTS FROM OTHER 
STATUTES, AND AN INDEX OF OVER ONE HUNDRED REFERENCES. 
By Grorce Hime and Wittiam RicHarp Lams, Solicitors. 
Simpkin, Marsball, & Co. 


HANDBOOK ON THE NEw Licensinea Act, 1902. Wir ExPLANA- 
TORY NoTEs, INDEX, &0. By M. RoBEeRTS-JONES, late Barrister- 
at-Law, now Solicitor. Tudor Printiog Works, Cardiff. 

In two mouths that very importact Act, the Licensing Act, 1902, 
will come into operation, and as might be expected in the case of an 
Act of such widespread interest, its advent has produced a crop of 
handbooks for the guidance of those lawyers and others whom the 
changes ia the law will most affect. Some of these are mentioned 
above; and it may be said at once that any one of them will probably 
be found.useful to any person desiring to acquire a knowledge of the 
Act, and if used along with any of the standard books on licensing 
which have not yet incorporated the new Act, will be useful in 
practice when the Act comes to be put in force. 

Mr. Riley’s book is distinguished from the others by being printed on 
large paper with blank pages for manuscript annotation. The notes 
are well written and practical, and will undoubtedly prove useful. 
The author has taken a new departure in law-book writing by 
opening his work with a comic introduction, addressed facetiously to 
the ‘‘N. or M.” of the Church Catechism. It will perhaps serve to 
amuse the articled clerks in the purchaser’s office, and does not either 
add to or detract from the merits of a little book which the author 
hopes to bring out as an annual. 

Messrs. Hime and Lamb’s work consists of a plain and useful 
summary of, and short explanatory treatise on, the Act, followed 
by the text of the Act without notes. To the person not well 

uainted with licensing law, or the non-professional man, this will 
be found the best of the four for the purposes of obtaining a general 
view of the p and effect of the new Act. 

Mr. Roberts-Jones’s treatise is a very small book, consisting simply 
of the text of the Act, with a few useful notes and an index. 

Without detracting in any way from the merits of these three 
books,.it must be said that Mr. Whiteley’s work stands on a higher 
level as a law book than any of them, and will be found the most 
useful by the practitioner. The author is also the author of the 
standard work, Whiteley’s Licensing Laws, the first edition of 
which was published in 1874 and the third last year, This little book 
is in the nature of a supplement to the larger work, and the two 
together will supply a complete text-book on the subject of licensing. 
The introduction is a short but useful treatise on the changes effected 
by the new Act. This is followed by the text of the Act, with 
excellent notes containing many references to decided cases and to 
other statutes. To those who know the larger work, probably the 
authors name will of itself be sufficient to recommend this 
supplementary volume, which serves to bring the first-mentioned 
book up to date. 





The English Reports. 


THE ENGLIsH REPoRTS. VoL. XXI.: CHANcERY I., CONTAINING 
Cary; CHoyvcoe CasEs IN CHANCERY; TOTHILL; DICKENS; 
REporRTS IN CHANCERY, Voxs. I. To IIL.; NELSON; AND Equity 
CasEs ABRIDGED, Vou. I. William Green & Sons, Edinburgh ; 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

With the twenty-first volume of this work wg reach the Chancery 
Reports; but, sad to say, in place of the blue livery we had hoped 
for, they appear ia binding of a colour which nearly approaches 
to that of rotten eggs. There are more disadvantages connected with 
the adoption of this shade than the mere matter of taste, The gilt 
lettering on the back even now is not easy to read, and when it fades 


—as fade it must with use—it will become almost illegible. © 


We have here in one volume Cary’s Reports; Choyce Cases in 
Chancery; Tothill and Dickens’ Rep rts; Reports in Chancery ; 
Nelson and vol. 1 of Equity Cases Abridged. The notes on the cases 

rted or stated in those venerable tomes are few; no doubt they 
| be bettet appended to decisions of more modern date. 
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Books Received. 
tion Acts, 


Digest of Cases Decided under the Workmen’s Compensa’ 
1897 and 1900, in the House of Lords, Courts of Appeal in England 
and Ireland, Divisional and High Courts in England, and Court of 
Session in Scotland, down to the end of August, 1902, with the Acts 
Annotated and Indexed. By Max. A. RoBERTSON, Barrister-st- 
Law, and A. T, CLEGG, Advocate. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Law of Land, including Natural and Acquired Rights and 
the Rights and Obligations Arising Out of the Use and Enjoyment of 
Land. By H.8. THEosatp, M.A., one of His Majesty’s Counsel. 
William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

Workmen’s Compensation Cases, being Reports of Cases Decided 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Acts, principally taken from th~- 
Law Times Reports and the Times Law Vol, IV. Edited 
by R. M. Minton-SEnnovszE, Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & 
Sons (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


Land Transfer. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—The Northamptonshire County Council have been consider- 
ing the expediency of adopting in the county of Northampton the 
new system of compulsory registration of title under the Act of 
1897, and at their meeting on the 23rd inst., after a long discussion, 
they decided, without a division, not to allow the Act to be put in 
force. As the system is at present confined to London, it is note- 
worthy that the first attempt thus made to extend the system to 
a second county has signally failed. 

The explanation is very simple, The Act was passed as an experi- 
ment, to be tried in one county only for three years—a period that 
expired last December. Ignoring the many proofs now available 
that the new system differs totally from any in existence in other 
countries, and that it adds grievously to the difficulty, expense, ard 
risk of property dealings in London, the authorities have persistently 
refused to grant the inquiry that was to have followed the three 
years’ trial. It is clear the public already t that palpable 
anxiety to evade an inquiry would not exist if the new red-tape 
system really possessed any of the merits claimed for it by its 
sponsors. 

As it is obvious that no county outside London will now be rash 
enough to adopt the Act, the authorities are remitted to the alterna- 
tives of either rest ng content with having brought the system into 
operation in one county—London—or submitting to an inquiry, how- 
ever painful this may prove to the horde of officials that the Act hus 
already brought into existence. 

J. 8. RUBINSTEIN. 

5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, London, W.C., Oct. 27. 


Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Condition Limiting Time for Sending in Requisitions.—The 
ordinary condition of sale limiting a time within which the pur- 
chaser is to send in his requisitions does not apply where the requi- 
sition goes to the root of title; but it does apply where the 
requisitions are not as to the root of title, but as to its subsequent 
devolution. Hence, on a purchase of leaseholds, a requisition that 
the legal estate was not shewn to have passed on dealings with the 
property made after the specified time was held to be excluded by 
the condition.—PRyYcE-JONES v. WILLIAMS (Joyce, J.) (50 W. RB. 586 ; 
1902, 2 Ch. 517). 

Keeping a Mortgage Alive by Payment of Interest.—Where 
land which is subject to » mortgage has been sold to a purchaser, 
who takes a conveyance and enters into possession without know- 
ledge of the mortgage, the m will be kept alive by payment 
of mmterest, not only by the mortgagor who is liable to pay, but also 
by a third person who, as between himself and the mortgagor, is 
bound to pay, although he is not under any direct liability to the 
mortgegee.—BRADSHAwW v. WIDDRINGTON (C.A.) (50 W. R. 561; 
1902, 2 Ch. 431), 

Clog on the Equity of Redemption —Any stipulation in a 
mortgage for the beuefit of the mortgagee, which will interfere with 
the mort r’s ownersbip of the property after he has exercised his 
right of redemption, is, to the extent of such interference, void as 
being a clog upon the equity of redemption. Hence where an 
advance was made of £5,000, repayable on thirty days’ notice on 
either side, on the security of £30,000 of debenture stock, with an 
option for the lender to purchase the whole or part of the stock at 











40 per cent. at any time within twelve months, the option was a 
clog on the equity of redemption and was void.—JaRrRaH TIMBER, 
ra, CoRPORATION v. SaMUEL (Kekewich, J.) (50 W. R. 601; 1902, 
. 479), 
Company Law. 


Directors’ Liability Act, 1890—Contribution.—In section 5 of the 
Act the words ‘‘ has bec me liable”’ do not mean that judgment has 
been actually recovered agwinst a director; he may, on being sued, 
issue a third-party notice to recover contribution under the section ; 
which clearly means, that with reference to the class of tort and the 
class of individuals referred to in the Act, the rule that there is no 
contribution as regards tortfeasors is not to apply.—GERSON v. Simp- 
son (C.A., Oct. 24), reported elsewhere. 

Prospectus—Oontracts.—Notwi the repeal of section 
38 of the Companies Act, 1867, having regard to section 10, sub- 
section 1 (k), of the Companies Act, 1900, it is not safe to omit to 
mention either a contract which has been cancelled by a subsequent 
contract, or the cancellation contract. Quere, whether the decision 
will be affirmed on the appeal which is now ing.—BROOME v, 
SpEak (Bockley, J., April 30) (71 L. J, Ch. 1902). 

Surrender of Shares.— h a surrender of shares amounting 
to a reduction of capital, it made without the sanction of tre court 
under the Companies Acts, 1867 and 1877, cannot be legally effected 
unless under circumstances which would justify a forfeiture of the 
shares, nevertheless the surrenderor in such a case may obtain from 
tbe court an order restoriog his name to the register, if the shares 
have not been in some way dealt with by the company—e.g., by re- 
issuing them.—BELLERBY v. ROWLAND & Marwoop's STEAMSHIP 
Co. (C.A., May 6) (1902, 2 Ch. 14). 

Shares—Issuing at a Premium— Underwriting —Options.— 
Thee is no law which obliges a company to issue its shares above par 
because they are saleable at a premium in the market, As considera- 
tion for a underwriting its shares, a company may legally 
agree to let him have other shares at par at or before some future 
date. Qucere, whether Burrows v. Matabele Gold Reefs, d&c., Co. (1901, 
2 Ch. 23) isnot merely distinguished by the House of Lords. It is not 
expressly overruled.—HitpER v. Dexter (H.L., Aug. 5) (71 L. J. 
Ch. 781). : 

Income Tax—Foreign Investments.—The tax is not chargeable 
upon interest arising and paid abroad in respect of ‘foreign securities 
of an Eaglish company unless such interest is actually remitted to 
the United Kingdom.—GrEsHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY v. BISHOP 
(H.L., May 16) (1902, A. C. 287). 

Secretary's Oertification of Shares—Fquitable Deposit.—If 
company—as is usual—permits its secretary to certify transfers of 
shares, it is not thereby estopped from denying that the certificates of 
the shares mentioned in the transfers were lodged wit the transfers. 
The company only authorizes the secretary to give a receipt for share 
certificates which are actually lodged in the office, A good equitable 
charge may be created by the deposit of share certificates.—GEORGE 
Warronvrcn (Lim.) v. Cavanach (H.L., Aug. 5) (1902. A. ©. 117). 

Articles of Association Unsigned but Acted On.—Shereholders 
of a company may adopt articles of association which have been 
irregularly regi (eg.. when not signed as required by statate). 
The statutory mode of adopting articles (other than those which are 
filed on the registration of the company) is by special resolution ; but 
this is only machinery for securing the assent of the sbareholders or 
a sufficient majority of them. By acquiescence and agreement of the 
sbareholders, shewn by a long course of dealing, a set of provisions 
may become a compeny’s articles of association ‘‘as surely as if they 
had been formally adopted by special resolution.” —Ho Tune v. Man 
On InsuRANCE Co. (P.C., Nov. 30, 1901) (1902, A, C. 232). 


Criminal Law. 


Fraudulent Bankrupt.—A trustee who prosecutes the debtor for 
offences against the Neston tey laws will not be allowed the costs of 
the prosecution out of the estate unless he has heen ordered by the 
court to prosecute.—RE Howss, Ex PaRTE Wuirs (1902, 2 K. B. 
290). : 
Conspiracy.— Where one of three persons jointly indicted for con- 
ann; guilty and the other two were acquitted ; Held, that 
judgment on the one who guilty was bad, and could 
not stand.—REx v. PLUMMER (1902, 2 K. B. 339). Bia atelaad 

Rule Against Justices.—A motion for a rule against justices 
under 11 & 12 Vict. c. 44, s. 5, similarly to a motion for a mandamus 
proper, cannot be made except by counsel.—Ex PARTE WALLACE 
(1902, 2K, B. 488). 








The ratifications at London, on the 25th of June, 1902 
the declaration tigned at London, on the 26th of June, 1901, ee | 
article 11 of the treaty of the dedi of December, 1678, between Who Ue 


K and Austria-Hungery for the mutual 
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New Orders, &c. 
The Licensing Act, 1902. 


(2 Ed. 7, ©. 28, s. 25.) 
REGISTER OF CLUBS. 


I hereby prescribe the following Form of Register of Clubs under 

Part III. of the Licensing Act, 1902. 
A. AKERS-DOUGLAS, 
One of His Majesty’s Principal Secretaries of State. 

Whiteha!l, 16th October, 1902. 

REGISTER OF CLUBS 
Petty S ssional Division t a 
Borough 
in the county of 
in which Intoxicating Liquor is supplied to Members or their 
Guests. 

Register in form prescribed by the Secretary of State to be kept in 
pursuance of section 25 of the Licensing Act, 1902 (2 Ed. 7, c. 
28). 
Facilities for inspection of Register. Sub-section (5) of the above 
quored section enacts that :— 

The clerk to the justices shall keep the register of clubs corrected 
up to date in accordance with the returns furnished by the secretaries, 
end the register shall, at all reasonable bours, be open to the inspec- 
tion of an inspector or superintendent of police, or an officer of the 
inland revenue, without fee, and of any person on payment of a fee 
not exceeding one shilling. a 

List of the Clubs registered in the { Rott Sessions) Division } og 

in compliance with section 25 (1) of the Licensing 


in the 


Act, 1902. 


Name of Club. | Page. 


prong | 


NoTE —When a Club is struck off the Register, or ceases to be 
liable to registration, or ceas+s to exist, a line should be drawn 
through the name in this List. 

REGISTER OF CLUBS WITHIN THE 
{ PETTY SESSIONAL DIVISION OF 
( BOROUGH } 


Name of Club 
Address of Club 
Objects of the Club 





Date of first Regi 
Date of first and of | °° baw gh ee 


ach ‘subsequent | subsequent correc- 
Return.” tion of Register, 


Name of Secretary. 














* If the Club ceases to be liable to registration, or ceases to exist, 
or is struck off the Register under section 28 of the Licensing Act, 
1902, a note giving particulars of the circumstances should be entered 
in the Register. The note should mention any directions made by 
the Court under section 28 (4) of the Act, 

RULES OF THE CLUB 
Relating to 

(i.) Election of Members, and the Admission of Temporary and 
Hv norary Members, and of Guests ; 

(ii.) Terms of Subscription and Entrance Fee, if any ; 

Ge Cessation of Membership ; 

iv.) Hours of Opening and Closing ; 

(v.) Mode of Altering Roles, ‘4 
ALPHABETICAL INDEX TO THE CLUBS CoMPRISED IN THIS REGISTER. 





Name of Club. | Page. 








Nore.—When Club is struck off the Register, or ceases to be 
liable to registration, or ceases to exist, a line should be drawn 
through the name in this Index. 





Result. of Appeals. 
_ Appeal Court I. 
The LornD CHANCELLOR, the MASTER OF THE ROLLS, and Romer and 
MartuHew, L.JJ 
_(Interlocutory List ) 


Pedrette v. The Portland Urban District Council. Appeal of 
defendants from order of Mr. Justice Bucknill, dated August 1, 


1902. 

Allowed with costs. Oct. 27. 
The MastTER OF THE Rotts and RoMER and Maruew, L JJ. 
Winstanley v. Kendall and another. Appeal of defendants from 

order of Mr. Justice Bucknill, dated August 7, 1902. 
Dismissed with costs. Oct. 27. 
Dunlop Paoeumatic Tyre Co. (Limited) v. Hubbards Patent, &c. Tyre 
Syndicate (Limited). Appealot defendant company from order 
of Mr. Justice Jelf, dated July 16, 1902. 
Dismissed with costs. Oct. 27. 
Tonkinson v. Stanier and others. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr- 
Justice Bucknill, dated July 30, 1902. 
Dismissed with costs. Oct. 27. 
Oppenheimer v. Margonski and by counterclaim Margouski v. 
*Oppeuheimer aud others. Appeal of defendant in action from 
order of Mr, Justice Bucknill, dated August 1, 1902. 
Consent order to try by special jury. Oct. 27. 


Appeal Court II. 
VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, STIRLING, and Cozens-Harpy, L JJ. 
(Original Motion.) 

Metropolitan Railway of Buenos Ayres (Limited) and F. RB, Bright and 
others. Application of Bennett and Chance that the defendant 
give security for costs of appeal (by order). « 

Judgment for £20. Oct. 27. 
(General List.) 


Inre Huxtable. Huxtablev. Crawford, Appeal of Attorney-General 
from order of Mr. Justice Farwell, dated November 22, 1901. 
Allowed with costs. Oct. 27. 
In re Miss A. J. Masterson, deceased. Trevanion v Dumas and others. 
Appeal of defendant and others from order of Mr. Justice Byrae, 
dated August 6, 1901. 
Dismissed with costs. Oct 27. 


Appeal Court I. 
The MASTER OF THE ROLLS aud RoMER and Maruew, L.JJ. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
Craig v. Harris. Application of defendant for judgment or new 
trial on appeal from verdict and judgm nt, dated January 19, 


1902, at trial before the Lord Chief Justice and a special jury, 


Middlesex. 
Judgment entered for defendant. Oct. 28. 


Crawley v. De Nevers. Application of defendant for judgment or 
new trial on ap from verdict and judgment, dated March 
17, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Grantham and a common 
jury, London. 
Dismissed with costs. Oct. 28. 
Appeal Court II. 
VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, STIRLING, and CozEns-Harpy, L.JJ. 
(General List.) 
8. A. M. Gair (widow) v. A. Tolburst and others. Appeal of plaintiff 
from order of Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated November 7, 190). 
Appeal allowed. Order varied to take accounts. Oct. 28. 


Appeal Court I. 
The MASTER OF THE Rouis and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ. 
(New Trial Paper.) 


Musgrave v Bentley. Application of plaintiff fog judgment or new 


on ai from verdict and judgment, dated March 


18, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Lawrance and a special 
jury, Leeds. 
i i Ost, 29. 


Appeal Court II. 
VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, STIRLING, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ. 
(Interlocutory List.) 


In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re 
the Matter of the Corporation of British Investors (Limited). 
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Application of B. Boaler in person from “rder cf Mr. Justice 
Buckley, dated July 29, 1902. 
Diemissed with costs. 


Appeal Court I. 


The MASTER OF THE Rotts and Romer and Matuew, L.JJ. 
(New Trial Paper.) 


Francis and Others v. The Scottish Imperial Insurance Co. Applica- 
tion of defendants for judgment or new trial on appeal from 
verdict and judgment, dated April 4, 1902, at trial before Mr. 
Justice Kennedy and a special jury, Cardiff. 

Dismissed with costs. Oct. 30. 

Blake v. Hitchcock, Williams & Co. Application of plaintiff for 
judgment or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, 
dated April 9. 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Ridley and a 
special jury, Middlesex. 

Dismissed with costs. Oct. 30. 

Oates v. Thomas Tilling (Limited). Application of defendants for 
judgment or new trial on appeal from verdict and judg- 
ment, dated April 16, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Ridley 
and a special jury, Middlesex, 

Allowed with costs, 


Appeal Court II. 


VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, STIRLING, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ. 


Oct. 29. 


Oct. 30. 


In re Lawley, deceased, Zaiser v. Lawley. Appeal of executors of 
G. F. Perkins, deceased from order of Mr. Justice Joyce, dated 
July 28, 1902, 


Dismissed with coste. Oct. 30. 





Cases of the Week. . 


Court of Appeal. 
GERSON v. SIMPSON. No. 1. 24th Oct. 


Practick ~Tuirp-Pparty Notrice—Sgrvicze Our or THe Jurispicrion— 
Directors’ Lianmity Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 64), ss. 3 (1), 5— 
R. 8. O. XT. (1.) (4). 


Appeal by Max Oppenheim from the refusal of Jelf, J., at chambers, to 
set aside a third-party notics out of the jurisdiction that had been served 
on him by the defendant in the action. The plaintiff sought to recover 
damages for alleged fraudulent misrepresentation contained in a prospectus 
of the Gem of Murchison Gold Mines (Limited), upon the faith of which 
the plaintiff alleged that he applied for 10,000 shares in the company. The 
defendant, who had promoted the company, was sued as a director of the 
company, and he obtained leave from Phillimore, J., to serve a third- 
party notice upon the applicant, Oppenheim, who was also at the time the 
prospectus was issued a director of the company. Oppenheim was a 
Belgium banker and was a foreigner resident out of the jurisdiction of 
this court. The third-party notive having been served, Oppenheim moved 
to et it aside, but Jelf, J., before whom the application came, refused to 
make the order. Oppenheim appealed. On his vehalf counsel submitted 
that the action was a common Jaw action for deceit, and at common law 
there was no right to contribution among tortfeasors. The third party in 
this case, being resident out of the jurisdiction, could only have been sued 


with the leave of the court, and therefore section 5 of the Directors’. 


Liability Act, 1890, was not applicable. That section directed that 
‘*every person who, by reason of his being a director or named as a 
director, or as having agreed to bcome a director, or of his having 
authoriz2d the issue of the prospectus . . . has become liable to make 
payment under the provisions of this Act, shall be entitled to recover con- 
tribution as in cases of contract from any other who, if sued 
separately, would have been liable fo make the same payment.’’ He cited 
Liodley on Company Law (6th ed.), p. 123. There was no power to serve 
notice on a third party out of the juriediction in the case ot a tort, except 
under ord. 11, r. 1 (9). For the respondent, couneel submitted that the 
effect of rection 5 of the Directors’ Liability Act, 1890, was to give a 
director, for the benefit was not extended to a promoter, the right to con- 
tribution from his co-directors if damages were recovered against him in 
tort as if tbe action had been brought on a contract. 

Tuer Covrr dismissed the application. 

The Lorp Cuancettor said section 5 of the Directors’ Liability Act, read 
with section 3 (i), was a complete answer to the application. In his 
opinion the order was right. ‘he Act had laid down that in this class of tort 
and among this class of individuals the rule should be that there 
thou'd be a right to contribution between tortfeasors as in the cases of 
contract. 

Cortins, M.R., raid he was of the same opinion for the eame 
reasonr, 

Romer and Maruew, L.JJ. cuncurred.—Ccunser, Haldinstein, for third 
party; Muir Mackenzie, for defendant. fSoricirons, Gilbert E. Samuel ; 
Stephenscn, Harwood, § Co. 


{Reported by Easxine Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


PALMER v. PALMER AND BEAUFORT, THE KING'S PROCTOR SHEWING 
CAUSE. 27th Oct. 


Divorce—Practice—Kinc's Proctor. 


This was a motion on behalf of the King’s Proctor to rescind a decree 
nisi under the following circumstances: 1t appeared that the petitioner, 
Jobn Palmer, was married to the respondent, Eilen Julia Palmer, on the 7th 
of June, 1882, and on the 2let of September, 1901, the petitioner filed a 
petition for a dissolution of the marriage on the ground of the respondent’s 
adultery with the co-respondent Beaufort, and claimed damages 
against him. Tbe respondent denied the adultery and alleged 
that the petitioner had been guilty of cruelty and of 
desertion, and of adultery, which had been committed in London 
and in Canada. At the trial the ent withdrew those charges, as she 
alleged she was unable through illoess to support them in person, and the 
petitioner withdrew the claim for damages. On the 5th of March, 1902, a 
decree nisi was pronounced. However, from subsequent inquiries made 
by the King’s Proctor, under the advice of the Attorney-General, it 
ny pew that the petitioner had committed adultery both at Hadlow and 
in London with two different women in the cours of 1901 and 1902, and 
this intervention was accordingly instituted. Since the decree nisi the 
petitioner had disappeared, and the King’s Proctor's plea had been served 
ge a paras his solicitor, and that gentleman believed the petitioner 

‘° ead. 

Jzuune, P., refused to rescind the decree nisi, thinking that that course 
ought not to be adopted without the matter being brought to the man’s 
notice. He thought that certainly advertisements ought to be inserted in 
the Press, for the consequences would be very serious if the petitioner 
married again in the belief that he bad divorced his wife. Tne King’s 
Proctor ought to adop’ this course in cases where satisfactory service of 
the plea had not been obtained, and the petitioner ought to be given every 
chance.—Soticrrors, Solicitor to the Treasury. 


[Reported by Gwrxxe Hatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Lavw. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
BROOKS (Appellant) +. MASON (Respondent). Div. Court. 28:h Cet 


Licensinc—Sate or Jnroxicatinc Liquor to CxILp UNDER FourTEEN— 
Szat on Borrzue—Parer Laset Inpropsrty Securgep—InToxicaTinc 
Liqvors (Sate To Ontipeen) Acr, 1901 (1 Ep. 7, c. 27). 


This was an appeal upon a stated case against the decision of E. T. 
d’Eyncourt, metropolitan police magistrate, sitting at Olerkenwell police- 
court, on the 20th or February, 1902. An information was laid on the 
28th of January, 1902, by the respondent, an inspector of police, against 
the licensed occupier of 152, Essex-road, Islington, under the Intoxicating 
Liquors (Sale to Ohildren) Act, 1901, for that the appellant did unlaw- 
fully and knowingly deliver otherwise than at the residence or working 
place of the purchaser a certain description of intoxicating liquor to one 
James Cousins, a person under the age of fourteen years, for con- 
sumption by any person on or off the premises, such intoxicating 
liquor not being sold. or delivered in a corked and sealed vesse), 
Upon the hearing of the information the following facts were : 
The appellant was the occupier of 152, Eesex-road, Islington, and held a 
licence to sell beer for consumption off the premises. On Sunday, the 19th 
of January, @ boy of about eleven years of age was rent by his paren's to 
the appellant’s premises to obtain some beer to be drunk off the — 
and there was delivered to him by the appellant one pint of in uw 
bottle supplied by the appellant. This bottle was fitted with a glass 
stopper, having round it a ring of cork. Over the top of the glass stopper 
from one side of the neck of the bottle to the other side the appellant 
before delivery stuck a gummed labe!, on which was printed, ** Cauticn.— 
This label must not be tampered with.’ After affixing the label), the 
appellant placed a portion of seslivg wax on one side of the neck ot the 
bottle, partly on one side of the neck of tne bottle and partly over one end 
of the paper label. A police officer outside the ap ‘8 premises 
stopped the boy, and took from bim the bottle. @ gum on the 
label was then wet. The constable took hold of the label by the end 
opporite that on which the sealing wax war, and the label came cif 
intact, the sealing wax als> coming off the bottle whole with the Jabe). 
‘Lhe magistrate found as a fact that the bottle was corked and closed with the 
stopper but that the paper label had not been secured with a substance 
without the destruction of w stopper could pot be withdrawa, also 
that the appellant knew that James Cousins was under the age of fc urteen 
years, but that the ——- had at the time the bottle was delivered by 
him to Cousins honestly believed that he had by the gummed label and 
sealing wax secured the stopper in conformity with rection 5 of the Act. 
He therefore held that the appellant had been guilty of an offence against 
the statute. Section 2 of the Act provides that “‘every holder of a licence 
who knowingly sells or delivers or allows any person to sell or deliver, save 
at the residence or working place of the purchaser, any description of 
intoxicating liquor to any person under the ageof fourteen years for con- 
sumption by any person on or off ths excepting such intoxicat- 
ing liquors as are sold or deli in corked and sealed vessels in 
quantiues of not less than one reputed pint for consumption off the 
premises only, shall be liabletoa penalty. . . ."” By section 5 it is 
provided that “the expression ‘real:d’ means recured with any rub- 
stance without the destruction of which the cork, plug, or stopper cannot 
be withdrawn.” ' 

Tue Covert (Lord Atverstoner, C.J., and Wiis and Crannett, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 
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Lord Atverstonz, C.J., in giving judgment, said that the case was 
not without difficulty. In the great majority of criminal offences it was 
nor oe the prosecution to shew mens rea ; this case, however, could 
not be decided on that point only. The main question was whether the 
offence under the Act of 1901 was that of relling intoxicating liquors 
to children under fourteen years of age, except in corked and sealed 
veesels, or whether the offence was that of selling to children, and the 
exception to the offence, the selling in corked and sealed vessels. In his 
— the sale of intoxicating liquors to children under fourteen was the 

intended to: be stopped, but the Lecislature intended that the 
case of delivery of liquors to chldren in properly corked and realed bo'tles 
ought to be ex . It was argued on behalf of the appellant that the 
exception ‘Gavian part of the off-nce, and ehould be read with it; and 
that, therefore. the word knowingly applied to the mode of delivery as 
well as to the knowledge of the age of the child. He (the learned judge) 
was of opinion that the exception intended to be excepted was that of 
liquors in fact delivered in properly corked and sealed vessels, avd not 
im vessels believed to be properly corked and sealed. The decision of the 
magistrate was correct, the appeal would be diemissed. 

Wnts and Caanneit, JJ., concurred. Appeal dismisced.—Covnser, 
Danckwerts, K.C.; Avory, K.C., and Craies. Sotscrrors, Maitlands, 
Peckham, § Co. ; Wontner § Sons. 

Reported by E. G. Srruswett, Esq , Barrister-at-Law } 


LORD MAYOR OF SHEFFIELD AND OTHERS +. BARCLAY AND 
OTHERS. Lord Alverstone, C.J. 27th Oct. 


Inpemyitry—Iuretirey Oonrract or—Acr Dowg ny One Person at 
Awnoruer’s Reavuest—Forcen Transrer or Tock. 


The action was brought by the Corporation of Sheffield against Mesarr, 
Barclay & Co., bankers, to recover the sum of £11,487 17s. 5d., being the 
amount of principal and interest of certain corporation stock which 

to cerfain trustees named Timbrell and Honnywill, and was 
transferred to a nominee of the defendants under a transfer purporting to 
be executed by Honnywill, but which was a forgery. Prior to the 13th of 
April, 1893, £8.500 Sheffield Redeemable Stock was transferred 
to the names of A. A. Timbrell and A. O. Honnywill, who were trustees of a 
certain estate, and on the 13th of Apri!, 1893, a certificate was i:rued in their 
nam-es. Uponthe 1ithof April, 1893, a transferof £8,200 of this stock toE E 
Basc'ay, a representative of the defendants, purporting to be executed by 
Timbrell ena Honnywill. was handed to the defendants Barclay Co. On 
the 15th of April, 1393, the defendants, Barclay & Co., sent the transfer of 
the 11th to the corporation, enclosed in a letter mm the following terms: 
“54, Lomberd-street, London, E.C., April 15, 1893. Messrs. Barclay, 
Bevan, Ransom, & Oo. present their compliments to the registrar of the 
Sheffield Corporation and beg to send enclosed the transfer of £8,200 34 
per cent. 1883 stock, and will be obliged by bis registering the tame ia 
the company’s books in the name of their Mr. E. E. Barclay, sending them 
the new certificates in due course. Mersrs. Barclay & Co. also enclose the 
amount of the registration fee. The Registrar, Shefiield.”’ This was followed 
by 2 letter of the 17th from Mr. Sarkas, the registrar, acknowledging the 
receipt, but pointing outthat the registration fees had not been sent, and on 
the 18th of April Mesers. Barclay & Uo. sent the registration fee. On the 28th 
of Apel, 1893, E.E. Barclay, the transferee named in the forged transfer of 
the 11th of April, executed a transfer of £8,000 of the stock toMesrs Young 
& Macdonald and, upen the 12th of May, of the balance, £200, to Mary 
Florence Cockayne. Upon the lst of June the plaintiffs issued certificates 
to Young & Macdonald forthe £8,000 and to Cockayne for the £200. 
In the year 1901 an action was brought by Honnywill against the corpora- 
tion, claiming the rectification of the register by inserting his name as the 
holder of the £3,200 stock transferred to Barclay under the forged transfer 
and the interest and dividends paid thereon. In that action the jury 
found that the transfer was a forgery and had not been executed by 
Hoanywill cr with his authority, end for the purpose of this action it 
was agreed that the defendants were bound by that finding. There 
was no evidence rither that the plaintiffs or their agents, or the 
| OF were guilty of negligence. It was contended 

for the pleintiffs tha: they done a lawful act at the request of the 
dchendante, which lawial act bad caused the plaintiffs damage, and that, 
therefore, the defendants were liable for the damage #0 caused 1o the 
plaintifis. Vurther that, even if the defendants were not liable because the 
hed done an act at their r quest, the sending in of the transfer im- 

an uniertaking by the def-né ants to indemnify the plaintiffs, or was 

& Wastanty by the delesdants that the transferor had a right to transfer. 
The plaintifl« relied on the enunciation of the law contained in a 
jedgment of Lord Esber’s in Dugdale v. Lovering (23 W RB. 391, L. BR. 10 
C. P. 196), tollowing Toplis v. Grane (5 Bing. N.C. 636) and Betts v. 
# 97), to the effect that when an act has been done by 

directions of the defendants whic» 
of third persons, if such an act in not 
asppatentiy file » but is done honestly and bond fide in 
cumpliance with the dclendan'# directions, the defendants are ponnd 
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in the Court of Appeal, he would have felt bound by that decision, and 
that in differing from it, as he felt bound to do, he did so with the very 
greatest diffidence and hesitaticn. When the case of Simm v. Anglo. American 
Co was considered in the Court of Appeal, the particular judgment in 
which that opinion was expressed was not reviewed by the Court of Appeal. 
It appeared to him that the Oourt of Appeal did decide that as between 
two innocent parties, one of whom had innocently and without negligence 
handed in a forged transfer, upon which forged transfer the company 
were asked to act. the loss wa; to fall upon the person who handed in the 
transfer, or, in other words, that they brought that case within the rule 
that when one of two innocent persons must suffer the party who has 
innocently put forward the request upon which the other one has acted 
must bear the burden. In this case the damage occasioned by the defend- 
ant was not damage caused so much by the forged transfer having been 
sent in as by the defendants having themselves acted upon it and sent in 
the subsequent transfer to Macdonald and Cockayne. He therefore came 
to the conclusion that in this case, as between the two innocent persone, the 
plaintiffs and the defendants, the loss should be bore by the d-fendante, 
who innocently ca1sed the plaintiffs to act upon an instrument which 
turned out,to be invalid. For the above reasons there mu.t be judgment 
for the plaintiffs for the amount claimed, and a declaration that the 
plaintiffs were entitled to be indemnified by the defendants ia respect of 
the liabilities arising from these transactions. Judgment for plaintiffs.— 
Counset, Bankes, K.C., Danckwerts, K.C., and Waddy ; Haldane, K.C., 
and Radclife. so.icirors. R. F. §& C. L. Smith, for H. Sayer, Town 
Clerk, Sheffield ; Mapks, Teesdale, § Co. 
[Beported by E. G, St1tuweL., Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


ORMSKIRK UNION v. CHORLTON UNION. Div. Court. 27th Oct. 


Poor Law —Serr_Lement—InsEMOVABILITY—PatTient 1N Hospitat—9 & 10 
Vicr. c. 66, s. 1—39 & 40 Vier. c. 61, 8. 34. 


This was a case stated by consent and by order of Bucknill, J., 
in pursuance of 12 & 13 Vict. c. 45,8. 11, and raised a question as to the 
meaning of the word ‘‘ hospital ’’ in certain statutes dealing with the settle- 
ment of a pauper. The facts of the case are as follows: A pauper 
named H. Coxon was in 1893 sent to a home for epilectics at Magnull, a 
townehip in the Ormskirk Union, and remained there till 1902, when he 
was dischsrged asincurable. He then became an inmate of the respon- 
dents’ workhouse. On the 10th of January, 1902, an order was mace by 
two justices adjudging his settlement to be in the union of Urmekirk by 
reason of his seven years’ residence in the home. By 9 & 10 Vict. c. 66, 
s. 1, it is provided that the time daring whici a pauper shall 
reside in @ union as a ‘“‘ patient in a hospital’’ shall be excluded 
fron the period of residence required to acquire a setilement, 
and by 39 & 40 Vict.c. 61, s. 34, the term of three years’ residence 
was made the period necessary to acquire a settlement. The home for 
epileptics in question was founded by one Henry Cox and endow-d by 
him with a sum of £2,000. Its objects were to enable epileptics to have the 
beuefit of outdoor life as well as hospital treatment. It has a large 
medical staff, and the number of patients averages 120. Its income is 
derived to a small extent from charitable contributions, but the main 
revenue is from the payments of patients, who are divided into three classes, 
the third and largest paying the sum of 7s, 6d. a week, which sum was 
provided by Coxon’s relatives. It was contended by the appellants, the 
Urmekirk Union, that the Maghull home was a hospitat within the 
meaning of the Act. A hospital was any place where patients were 
received for mental or surgical treatment, and tue fact that there were 
paying patients made no difference. For the respondents, the Ohorlton 
Onion, it was contended that the word hospital implied some place where 
the patients were received wholly or mainly for medical treatment. The 
Maghull Home was intended to cure patients by outdoor exercise and 
recreation. They cited St. Olave's Union v. Canterbury Union (45 W. R. 
302; 1897, 1 Q. B. 438), 

Tue Covnr (Lord Atvenstonr, O0.J., and Wiis and Onannet, JJ.) 
allowed the A 

Lord Atvexstonz, 0.J.—This isan important question which bas not yet 
been the subject of judicial decision. The case turns upon the meaning of 
the word “* huspital’”’ in 9 & 10 Vict. c. 66, 5s. 1. I think it would be 
narrowing down toe meaning of the section too much to say that an inetitu- 
tion like this, where a patient was treated by a competent medical staff, was 
nots hospital. It was intend:d by the section that where a pauper resided in 
an institution for a certain specified object that the time should not 
count in the time necessary to acquire a settlement. The fact that payment 
was made does not in my opinion affect the question, as many undoubted 
hovpitals receive paying patients. 

Wiis and Cuannsiy, JJ., concurred,—Counse., 7. F. Byrne ; Brooke 
Littl, sorrcvrous, Rowcliffies. Rawle, § Co., for Alfred Dichinson, Ormektek ; 
Gilnon & Weldon, tor T. H. Wild, Manchester. 

Reported by C. G. Witenanam, Eey., Barrister-al- Law | 


McNAIR ov, CAVE. Div. Court. 29th Oct. 


Avvuvevaation—Mux—Same te Tawen ny Ixaewmron av A Poacn Ovrsine 
His Dieruice—Crnrivicats Given uy Anatywe or Inervacton's Diwruicr 
—Isavmuiemmirry ov Boon Evinence—Sate ov Foon ann Duvas 
Act, 1876, 


In this case Alexander McNair, a sanitary inspector appointed by the 
Oity of Westmmseter, appealed against o dedeien of the Olerkenwell 
police rnagletrate, who had declined at the instance of the appellant to 
umvict the t Onve, « farmer, of Shottle Belper, Derby, of an 
Mouce under the Bale of Voods and Drugs Act. OUave supplied milk to 
Mewers. Vryce & Warrin, dairymen, of Oraven-yard, Westminster, under & 
contract, aod the appellant, actiy ou instructions from the council of the 
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City of Westminster, went to the St. Pancras Station of the Midland 
Railway, where the milk was delivered, and took from the churns a sample 
of the milk supplied by the respondent... The milk proved upon analysis 
by the analyst of the City of Westminster to contain 21 per cent. of added 
water. The point taken before the on the 

’s behalf was that the appellant had no power to act at St. 
Pancras Station, which was a place outside his district ; and further, that the 
certificate of the Westminster analyst could not be accepted as evidence 
outside his district. The magistrate accepted this view and accordingly 
dismissed the information. Hence the present appeal. 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstong, O.J., in giving judgment, said that, having regard 
to the previous legislation and obligations on inspectors to act locally, he 
could not himself to hold that the magistrate’s decision was wrong 
in this case. The intention of the Legislature was that these inspectors 
under the Act should act locally and within thew defined district. If it 
had been intended to give inspectors of one district power to take com- 
puleory samples in any district he pleased, other language would have been 
used than that which was found in the statute. Reluctantly he came to 
the conclusion that the decision of the trate must be upheld. It 
seemed to him that if the information had been given to the St. Pancras 
inspector, he could properly have acted on it, and in that case the effect of 
their decision would not be to prevent proceedings being again taken under 
the Act. 

Wuts and Cuannett, JJ., concurred.—Counset, Horace Avory, K.C., 
and Bartley ; Morton Smith. Soticrrors, B. H. Allen § Son; W. T. Rickett 

Son. 
¢ (Reported by Enxsxixe Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Law Societies. 


Incorporated Leeds Law Society. 


The following are extracts from the report: of the committee : 

Members.—Six new members have been elected during the year. The 
present number of members of the society is 142, and of library subscribers 
under rules 3 and4—ten. Of last year’s members three have resigned. 

Yorkshire Board of Legal Studies.—The committee beg to call the attention 
of the members of the society to the third annual report of this board, and 
strongly urge that articled clerks should take advant: of the law classes 
and lectures at the Yorkshire College, under Professor Phillips. Your com- 
mittee very much regret that the Leeds Law Students’ Society have 
decided, notwithstanding strong representations by this committee to the 
contrary, to withdraw their support from this scheme of legal education 
which the members of the society bave so generously supported. 

Finance Act.—The question of the unsatisfactory form of certificates 
under this Act, as granted by the Inland Revenue authorities, is receiving 
the attention of your committee, who hope shortly to be in a position to 
report the result of their correspondence with the authorities. 

Leeds Corporation Conditions of Sale—Your committee have had occasion 
to take- exception to conditions of sale under which the corporation 
proposed to sell surplus lands by auction which provided that no abstract 
of title should be delivered but that. absolute covenants for title should be 
given by the corporation in lieu thereof. Your committee’s representa- 
tions resulted in the purchaser being entitled to a short abstract in 
addition to absolute covenants for title and to a covenant for production 
of the conveyance to the corporation. 

Land Transfer.—Karly in the year it was rumoured that there was an 
intention on the part of the Government to extend the operation of the 
Land Transfer Acts to the West Riding of Yorkshire. The Yorkshire 
Union of Law Societies thereupon arranged a meeting with the Corpora- 
tion of the City of London and with the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society of the United Kingdom, at which representatives of fourteen law 
societies, including Leeds, were present. At each meeting there was 
a diescurtion as to steps to be taken to bring about av iequiry into 
the working of the Acts before any extension of area took place. At the 
meet ng with the corporation, correspondence with the Lord Chancellor 
was read, containing a definite undertaking that the Acts should not be put 
in operation in the City of London without consulting the wishes of the 
corporation. Notwithstanding that undertaking and in opposition to the 
desire of the corporation, compulsor: istration has now become operative 
in the City of Loadop., On the 23rd of last a representative and well- 
attended meoting was held at the Philosophical Hall, Leeds, 
hear an address by Mr, J. 8S. Rubinstein, of London, on the 
subject of the worki of the Land Transfer Acts. The meeti 
ae convened + 2 Pot — —— ~ flere woe was at _ 

y membera of the West ing Ooun mun corporations 
and chambers of commerce, officers of building societies, representatives of 
West: Riding law societies, and others interested in real pro) . After 
Mr. Rubinetein’s address, a resolution was unanimously declaring 
it to be highly inexpedient to extend the of the Land Transfer 
Acts until some competent pom 4 after g 
independent inquiry, should n favour of such a couree. pies of 
the resolution were sent to the and other membors of the 
Gcvernment. Your committee bave been in correspondence with the 
Parliamentary representatives of the city, and have latd before them the 
cage for an inquiry before further extension, At the time of the election 
of a representative for North Leeda, ttee obtained satiafactory 
rasurances from both candidates that they would support such an inquiry. 
Your Oommittee appointed a small deputation to meet representatives of 





the council of the law societies of Liverpool and Manchester with whom 
they conferred, and assurances of su were obtained if it should prove’ . 
necessary to oppose an extension to Acts to Yorkshire. 


United Law Society. 

Oct. 27.—Mr. E. 8. Cox-Sinclair —Other members 
were: Messrs. C. H. Kirby, J. F. W. K. 
Tebbutt, J. R. Yates, W. J. Boycott, 8. G. F. 
J. Wylie, J. W. M. Weigall, aud T. Ottaway ; 
Dabbs and J. H. Sturgess. The annual 
sttelaed the bonear of being appetaied. 
at nour Oo 
society tendered to him its pe gy 
twelve new members were elected. 
chairman, Mr. O. H. Kirby; vice-chairman, Mr. J. 
secretary, Mr. J. Wylie; treasurer, Mr. J. W. oe: 
Ottaway ; committee, Mes-rs. E F. Spence. F. W. Brown, 
cott, and E. S Cox-Sinclair; auditors, Mesars, N. Tebbutt 
Elliman, An impromptu debate was held on the subject, 
county court judge who objected to solicitors appearing before him 
gowns was in error in the course he pursued,” Mr. N. Tebbutt 
Mr. E 38. Cox-Sinclaw opposed. Messts.J. W. Weigall, C. H. 

J. Wylie, spoke dig motion, magn was carried by four 
The meetings of the society are each Monday evening d 
session at the Inner Temple Lecture Hall, King’s Bench Walk, at 7.30. 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 
Annvat Meerine. 

The annual general meetiag of the Benevolent i 
was held on Thursday, at the Law Society’s hall, Mr. 
Twaepre (London), a member of the of Directors, taking 

The report stated that the 
enrolled, of whom 1,245 were life and 2,347 
nine of the annual subscribers were in addition life members of 
ation. The directors regret to have to record 
their colleagues during the year, viz.: Mr. Frank 
Mr. John Stallard (Worcester)‘ and Mr. William 
in whose places they have elected Mr. William 
Mr. William Price Hughes (Worcester), 
(London). Mr Henry Edward Gribble had 
on the Board caused the 
The financial result of the forty-second@ an 
of June last, at the Albion Hotel, when Mr. Henry 
was most successful. Tne net gainfrom the festival was £1. 
Two legacies were included in the receipts for the year, viz : 
the will of the late Mr. W. J. Llandovery; and 
will of Mies Georgina 
India 3} per cent. Stock 
John Saunders Also 
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Board of Direc‘ors. Taus it would be insured that none but thoroughly 
ing cases would be assisted. 

Mr. J. R B. Grecory (London) in seconding the motion emphasised 
the necessity for those members who recommended cases for relief 
ascertaining that they were in every way deserving of assistance. 

The motion was adopted. 

Mr. R. H. Humpurers (London) moved a vote of thanks to the directors, 
and that they be re-elected. 

Me. F. Rawirns (London) seconded the motion, and it was agreed to. 

On the motion of Mr. M. F. Cuotmetry (Staines), seconded by Mr. 
John Pesrotp (London), a vote of thanks was passed to the auditors, Mr. 
H. ©. Nisbet, Mr. T. J. Pitfield, and Mr. J. S. Chappelow, FC A., and 
they were re-elected. 

Tne Crarnman moved a vote of thanks to Mr. H. T. Norton for presid- 
ing at the anniversary festival, for the saccessful appeal he made on behalf 
of the funds, and for his donation of one hundred gaineas. 

_ Mr. B. S. Taytor (London) in seconding the motion said that the associa- 
tion had only received in members’ sabscripcions £2,200 during last year, 
and they gave away £5,700. Ifthey were to continue giviog away this 
amount they must greatly increase their annual subscriptions. The 
applicants for relief were very numerous, and the ass*ciation could give 
away much more, but the directors were obliged to be very careful in 

istering the fands, and unless the subscriptions were increased they 
would have-to reduce the grants to the amount of five-sevenths of the 
relief given hitherto. 

- The Cuatnman said he believed there was a larg; field for the increase 
of sabscriptions. The —— of subscribers was very «mall consider- 
ing the large number of solicitors in England and Wales. 

The rerolution was carried, and on the motion of Mr. H. Morton Corrox 
(London), seconded by Mr.Batrx Tuomas (London), a vote of thanks was 
paseed to the chairman, who briefly responded. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srvpesrs’ Desative Soctery.—QOct. 28.—Chsirman, Mr. P. F. 
Dorté.—Tne subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this house approves of the 
of Public House Trasts as originated by Earl Grey.’’ Mr. O. H. 
Garey opened in the affirmative. Mr. Eustace B. Ames opened in the 
negative. Tae members also spoke: Messrz. Harnett, Holborow, 
4. W. Butler, Tebbutt, P. M. C. Hert, Wilde, A. M. W. Kerr, Alexander, 
Clapham, and A. F. Clarke; and Mr. Gurney replied. ‘Che motion was 
carried by three votes. 








Obituary. 
Mr. W. B. Coltman. 


‘We deeply regret to record the death of Mr. William Bacheler Coltman, 
barrister-at-law. He was the eon of Mr. Justice Coltman, who sat for 
many years in the Court of Common Pleas, and of whom Mr. Baron Parke, 
afterwards Lord Wensleydale, in a touching tribute to bis m-mory, said 
that he “ knew and admured bis dispassionate, candid and just mind, his 
rong understanding, his sound and accurate knowledge 
, care and skill in investigating cases, and bis excellent 
judgment in ing them.”” The jusge died of cholera in 1849, 
when Mr. W. B. Coltman must have been considering what profes- 
sn L . He nad been educated at Eton and Trinity 
Colleze, Cambridge, where he was thirteenth wrangler in 1550. He decided 

the law, entered at the luner Tempe in 1851, snd was called to the bar 
te avached tomselt to the Equi y «nd Uonveyavcing bar, while 
5 | per brother, Mr. ¥. J. Coltman, became a member of the Common 
Lew bes. Mr. W. &. Coltmen stained 2 goud and :tesdy practice asa 
conveyancer, but in epite of his profound kuvowsledge of law, to wh‘ch we 
sefer eleewhere, he was not gifted by nature with the qualities of an 


sdrocate. 

From the fret institution of the Inus of Court Rifle Volunteers Mr. 
Cottman took the warmest interest in the movement. He rerved in the 
ranks, ond by succeestve eteps 100¢, on the retirement of Mr. C+ cil Russell, 
to the rank of Lieutenaat-Colonel, and tus post he hela until he 
vesched the age for compulsory retirement. This was only a cample of the 

and persistency with which Mr. Voltman worked tor every 
institatevs in which he interested himeclf. He end the late Mr. Gordon 
uciyins tousded the Onarcery Bar Lodge of ¥ reemnaeony, and he continued 
to take om active part mm its proceedwgs until bis fictt attack of iloers. He 
wes s well -bnown frequenter 1 the Atbe: «am, where bis genial and 
yo tee “ee oA the 

y ate on Liscolashire family, and we believe that the 
late Us. CoAcman was Lord cf the Manor of Sc1vteld in that county. He 
ae pay a Dielack im Averdecnshiure, ond wana june of the 
Ved deputy Meutenent for that canty 


' ? 


zt 


wince Whe fret attec’s A illwees in lect March Mr. Co , 
. Coltmen’s beslth was | (sens, Ms. Borutton anid that, as late as 16 


very trie, aed bis lore 9! er to work wns ve of 

hem, MoGheh at éetergt ate Ot 0 
Mr, W. W. Kerr. 

Ms WW. Kerr, butiea-w-lam, died this week io ie Bid your, He 

ho O the Bon. James tert, « judge ot the Court of Kiog's 

Keath, iweb, He wee chucate a Uriel (legs, Ontord, waere he took 

© henthhe Get Sane in W444, an wae edled ty the bar in 1844, 


He waa 





comparatively an unknown personality and had long since retired from 
the profession. But he has left behiod him a familiar name in legal 
literature by an admirable series of works on Injunctions, Receivers, 
Fraud and Mistake and Diecovery, books which are excellently written 
and remain standard text-books on their different subjects. These will 
hand down his name to fature generations of lawyers. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Horton Surru, K C., has been elected Treasurer of Lincoln’s-inn, 
in succession to Mr. Justice Kekewich. 


The Logp Cuter Justice has been appointed Master of the Library at 
Lincoln’s-inn for the ensung year ; Sir Epwarp Oxrarke, K.O., has been 
appointed Dean of the Chapel; Lord Macnacuren has been appointed 
Keeper of the Black Books; and Mr. Joun Fornes, K.C., has been 
app inted Master of the Walks. 


Mr. Justice Wricnt has been appointed er oficio Commissioner for 
England under the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1888. 





General. 
The annual meeting of the Hardwicke Societv will be held in the Inner 


ee lecture-hall on Fridsy evening, the 7th of November, at eight 
o'clock. 


It is stated that Mr. Justics Darling on the 23rd ult. visited the Palais 


| de Justice in Paris and occupied a seat behind the judge in the Seine 
_ Assizes Court during part of the sitting. 


Mr. Justice Wright, Mr. Jus*ice Bruce, and Mr. Justice Bucknill have 
been appoiated the Parliamentary election petition judges for the ensuing 
year, in succeesion to Justices Grantham, Lawrance, and Phillimore. 


The Judicial members of the House of Lords are expected, says the 
Times, to resume the hearing of appeals about the 13th of next month. 
The list consists of -five cases, of which twenty-eight are English, 
one is Irish, and six are Scotch appeals. There is oaly one case awaiting 
judgment, but there are four claims to peerages depending, one of whicn 
1s & claim to the Poulet earldom. 

A publican of Tedburn St. *s, Devon, says the Daily Mail, who 
never had been able, he told the Moretonhampstead magistrates, to 
convince his wife that she was ever guilty of insovriety, returned one day 
to find her hopelessly drunk. He fetched the village constable as an 
impartial witness, and this officer informed the bench that the woman was 
in « ‘‘ helpless, speechless’’ state. But the husband, no doubt much to 
his surprise, was chargei with permitting drunkenness on licensed 
premices and was fined £2. 


The annual Red Mas; was celebrated on Friday in last week, at the 
Church of St. Anselm and Cecilia, Lincoln’s-inn-tields, on the occa ion of 
the opening of the Law Courts. Father O’Connor was the celebrant, and 
the Bishop of Southwark (Dr. Vaughan) also participated. There were also 
present Lord Justice Mathew, Sir John Day, Mr. Justice Lawrance, and a 
isrge number of Catholic counsel. This is probably the last time that 
Rea Mass will be celebrated if this building, the London County Vouncil 
having acquired the church for the Strand to Holborn scheme, 


The following are the circuits chosen by the judges for the coming 
Winter Arsizes—viz , Souta-Eas ern Circuit, the Lord Ohief Just ce sua 
Mr. Justice Lawranc2; Northern Circuit, Mr. Jastice Grantham and Mr. 
Justice Walton: Midland Circuit, Mr. Justice Wills and Mr. Justice 
Kennedy; Oxford Circuit, Mr. Justice Darling and Mr. Justice Jelt; 
North Wales Circuit. Mr. Justices Bruce ; South Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Poiliimore; North-Ewtern Circuit, Mr. Justice Ridley and Mr. Justice 
Bucknill; Western Circuit, Mr. Justice Bigham and Mr. Justice Channell. 
Mr. Justice Wright wiil remaia in London. . 


At the Central Criminal Court Jas: week, Ernest Augustus Mason 
pleaded guilty to the mteappro of £88 94, 7d., money entrusted to him 
to pay over by the Rev. Mr. de Winton as the beneficiary under a will. 
The prisoner, who was struck off the rolls early this year, had been a City 
solicitor. The Common Serjeant eaid a high standard of rectitude was 
necestary on the part of thove who belonged to the profession of the law, 
because they were ia poritions of trust and upon them people must depsad. 
The greater part of the prisoner’s punishment must consist in toe fact that 
bis career es arolicitor wasataneud, He had been in custody twomoaths, 
=< he would be confined for # further term of three months fa the second 

vision. 

The first meeting this season of the Solicitors’ Man 
tion was beld on Wednesday evening, inthe hall of the Middle Temple, under 
the previdency of Lord Justice Vaughan Williams. Mr. Scrutton, K.O., 
delivered an address on “ ‘Lhe Law Merchant,’ au& ysve many interesting 
instances of the old statutes end courts, now fatlen in oblivion, which 
regulated mercantile transactions in bygone age Speaking of bills of 

4, it 


ng Olerks’ Associa- 


was a good defence 
for 4 man sued on one to plead that he wan a gentleman, and, therefore, 
need not pay, As years passed lens business was done in the fairs, and 
more Casen Came 6 the ordivery courts, il finally the “ castoma of 
the merchants’ were incorporated in the law of the Innd, 


It has been mate, mys the American Case and Commen(, & miadome mour 
in the Mtate of Mew York, by a new nection (1444) tn the Penal Vode, tw 





aAvertive either by newspaper notice, handtull, pamphlet, clroular, Gard, 
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or notice of any kind for the purpose of getting divorce business. Any 
offer to procure, or to aid procuring, any divorce or annulment of 
marriage, and any offer to engage, appear, or act as att or counsel 
in apy suit for such purpose is within the condemnation of the statute, 
whether the services are to be performed in this state or elsewhere. The 
scandals of divorce business ought to be much lessened by a statute of 
this kind. It-is in every way a wholesome act for the good of society. 
Avy person who has a just cause for divorce will have no trouble in finding 
counse] without the aid of such advertisements, and will doubtless find one 
who is abler, as well as more scrupulour, than the ehyster who wants to 
advertise for divorce business. 

The Lord Obancellor, says a writer in the St. James's Gazette, cannot 
leave the United Kingdom so long as he holds office, and Lord Halsbury 
is probably the only man whom the Constitution would not allow to 
accompany Mr. Chamberlain. As holder of the Great Seal the Lord 
Coancellor must not leave the realm. Lord Brougham was known to 
tke the seal with him to Scotland on one occasion, but that, of course, 
was not illegal, though his use of the seal as a frying pan in which he 
made an omelette may be questioned from the point of view of strict 
constitutionalism. Wolsey was less regardful of the demands of the law, 
and was impeached and deprived of the Great Seal for taking it abroad. 
With the beginning of each reign the Great Seal is broken—‘“‘ one reiga 
one seal’? being an immemorial ule, and, after the old seal has been 
‘tapped with » hammer,’’ its two halves are presented to the Chancellor 
and his predecessor—one of the pleasant acts of political courtesy which 
probably date from Lord Brougham, who quarrelled with Lord Lyndhurst 
tor possession of tne seal of George IV., and whom the king awarded one- 
half of the seal, Lord Lyndhurst retaining the other. 


At the Central Criminal Court on the 23rd ult. John Hervey Redgrave 
pleaded ‘' Guilty ’’ to uttering forged leases, and Robert Lyon Saunderson, 
teeveller, and Frederick Farrow, manager, on bail, pleaded ‘' Guilty”’ 
to harbouring Redgrave knowiog him to have committd tnat felony. In 
stating the facte, Mr. Mathews suid that in May last the court dealt with 
three men concerned in an extensive forgery of leases. When they were 
arrested the prisoner Redgrave escaped. ‘he frauds perpetrated were of 
the most elaborate description. and it was Redgrave whoze head and mind 
directed the operations. To carry out his object Redgrave purchased some 
property in Hertfordshire, and having erected some houees he, with the 
wid of the three men who had been eentenced, proceeded to grant leases 
aud to mortgage the property right and left. Lurge sums were obtained 
upon the leases so forged, and claims. by persons who had b:en defrauded 
had been made on sedgrave’s estate tu the extent of £25,000. The 
recorder sentenced Redgrave to six years’ penal servitude, saunderson to 
twelve months’ imprisonment with ha¥d'labour, and FaYrow to six months’ 
imprieonment in the second division. : 

Mr. Robert Harding Milward was, says the 7smes, further charged on 
the 23rd inst. with aefrauding clients in connection with a life policy 
which was part of the marriage settlement of Vickers Henry Jones and 
Aunie Robinson Broughton. It was alleged that the pritoner mis- 
appropriated £724 10s., for which amount the policy was surrendered. In 
enother oase the prisoner was charged with misappropriating sums 
amounting to about £700, the property of the trustees ot the late Sir John 
Jaffray. These moneys were alleged to have been received in connection 
with the Durrant Harbour estate, bought by Sir John Jeffray in 1887. A 
syndicate was formed, of which Mr. Milward was a member, for the 
development of the estaie, and Sir John Jaffray he'd the land in trust and 
advanced moneys on capital account. Mr. Milward egreed to manage the 
property, and it was alleged that in that capacity he misappropriated the 
moneys stated, Aitter a long bearing the prisoner, who pleaded ‘‘ Not 
guilty,”” was committed for trial on both cnarges. He was admitted to 
bail, himself in £4,000 and four sureties of £1,000 each. It was stated 
that other cases were under the consideration uf the Public Prosecutor. 


In the days, says the Central Law Journal, when Henry Olay was at his 
prime asa lawyer a man was once being tried for murder and his case 
1ooked hopeless indeed. He had witnout avy seeming provocation 
murdered one of his neighbours in cold blood. ‘The only ground of 
defence the prisoner bad was that the murdered mao had Jooked at him 
with such a fierce, murderous look that out of self-defence he had struck 
first. A ripple passed through the jury at this evidence. ‘I'he time came 
for Olay to make his defence, It was settled in the minds of epectators 
that the man was guilty of murder in the firet degree. Olay calmly pro- 
ceeded, laid all the proof before them in his masterly way. ‘Then, Fast 
as he was about to conclude, he played “his last ana master card. 
‘Gentlemen of the jary,”’ he said, assuming the flerceat, blackest look, and 
carrying the most undying hatred m it that was ever seen, ** gentlemen, 
fa man should look at you Jike this, what would youdo?'’ That was 
all be said, but that was enough ‘Tne jury was startled and some even 
quailed on their seate, The judge moved unessily on his bench. After 
hiteen minutes the jury filea slowly back with a ** Not guilty, your 
honour,’’ The victory was complete. When Olay was congratulated on 
his easy victory, he said: ‘It was not so easy as you think, I spent days 
and days in my room before the mirror practising that look It took 
more real hard work to yive that look than to investigate the most obtuse 
case,"’ 





- 
oe 


Wannino to Inrannine Hover Pornouasmna and Leaanna.—Beofore pur- 
chasing or renting a houee, even for a short occupation, it ie advisable to 
have the Drains and Sanitary Arrangements independently Tested and 
Reported upon, For terme “pely to The Sanitary Engineering Oo, (H, 
Oartor, O.1., Manager), 65, Victoria-etreot, Weatmineter, Netabliehed 
*7 years, ‘Tolegrame: Sanitation, London, Pelephone; 316 Woat- 
mipater,-[Apvr, 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota ov Reeistaans 1 ATTExDANCE OF 
Ewercercy Aprgat Court Mr. Justice 
Rora. Kexewica 


Byast 

Me. Beal 
Carrington 
Cannington 
Carrington 

Mr. Justice 

Swisres Eavr. 

Mr. Godfrey 
Jackeon 
Pemberioa 
Canipgwa 








THE PROPERTY MART, 
SALE OF THE ENSUING WEEE. 


Nov. 5.—Mesars. H. B. Foster & Caaxrizip, at the Mart, at 2:—45, Oakley-street, 
Chelsea, close to Albert Bridge and Embankment 


Solicit 


; let om lease, £110 
eq, London. —Maida Vale : Leasehold ; 


or, E. Cobbing, 
in rear; let on a three years’ agreement at £63 per annum. 


Fee Oneal Sete & Gperenn, BE Se 
BRSI 3: 
Tos Legney ot Sats tote aged 68. So’icitors, Mezsrs. Caprozs, Hitchins, 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gezette.—Farmay, Oct. 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES 
Lunrap mu Cuarcerr. 


Aurxeo BR. Marrnews, Loren —Crediters are ba ge ge we 
9 addresses, of i 


their names ana 
Sacthanst, 3, Set aan, 


and the particulars ir Gebts 


@anches‘er 
Arxixture (Wassav) Gouw Mrarme Co, Lianrep—Crediters 
Nov 21, to send teeir names and with 
James Ford, $1, Gannon st. Harrison & Davies, 


Biaxtoy 
before 


e 


Bxorxeranse Co, 


Nov 29, to eead their names and 
laims, to Charies J 


ttray’s inn sq, 


Baownixe 
names 
Vavie, I 

Execraic 


beard Nov 4. Wateon 
appearing must reach the 


Nov 


Excuayres Tavst. Loreen (rx Vourrraar 
v 21, to seed their pames aad 
o‘atms, 6 Hepe Roden, 


before No 


» solors 
& co, Liurrep -Creditors 
apd 


T, Spring st. 
Barcways Oo. Limrap—Peta 


Te lr 
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Grore Borris Macams Co, Loarren -Peta for 


Bs be hi 


ecard Nové, vison & Savoy mansions, carer, 


of mipeating muti reach the aborereamed mot later than ¢ o 
Nov 


Hessereene, Lixrrep -Greditere are required, on oF Befare Dee 1, t) seed 
and ade resses, and the partioulare oc .neit deb or cluima, te Harald Gadler, tT, Victoria 
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Yeovi, Masonic Haru Co, Lite Creditors are required, or or before Nov 12, 
to send their names and eg particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 


Isaac Denman, Bank chmbrs, Yeo 


London Gasette,—Turspay, Oct, 28 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Liurrap 1m CHaNozRY. 


Baxowaxkets1 Concession Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 29 to 
the particulars of their debts, to Henry Pincott 
Renshaw & Smith, Suffolk In, solors for 


liq 
Crawiey ayp Boxsnam District Licexsep Victvattess Wuorirsate Sypriy Co, 

, om or before Dec 12, to send their names apd addresfes, | 
or claims, to Augustus Edwin Hibberd, 80, Coleman st 
itors ave required, on or before Dec 12, to send their names | 


senda their names and 
Hill and William Watkins, 2, Suffolk In. 
juidators 


rs of their de 
Hi Burton & Co, Limite 
address 


Liurrzp —Creditors are re 
and hts 


es, and particulars of their uebts or claims, to A 


and 
39 Coleman st 


} 
La Parma Tosacco Co (Comranra General DE Tabacos DE LA Patma), Limitep - Creditors 
ir names and addresses, and the particulars 
Lawrence M Yoult:n, 159, Victoria st 


ave required, on or before Jan 1, to send the 
of their debts or claims, to 


cir Dames an 
Broad st av 


their debts or claims, 





to Eikanah 
mingham, solors for liq 


ugustus Edwin Bibberd, | {2c names and 
liqu dator 


Lonvoyw 6maLt Property Tavust, Liuiteo in Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are 


| Unrow Rotura Stock Co, Limtep—Oreditors are 
resses, 
Samuel Smith, 11, Waterloo st, Birmingham. Ryland & Co, 


Samuel McLardy and Jobn Philip Garnett, 22, Booth st, Mosley st, Manchester, 


solors for liquidators 


Withington ty 
Micuoacay (Mexico) Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 1. to send 
thi d es, and particulars of their debts and claims, to E. H. Knowles, 


New Arsixanper Gotp Minine Co, Lunrep (1x Liquiparion)—Creditors are required, 
mer eee Boe wees i . ord, to 
Charles 8 
Old Broad st, solors to liquidator een " 
Parkers Joinery AnD Casinet Company, Lr —Creditor - 
ep petgeren © oe MITED 8 are required. on or before 
Mackintosh Sharp, 


er with full particulars of 
st, Burn & Berridge, 


it names 


addresses, and the ts of their debts or claims, 
120, ,Colmore-row, ingham, Buller & Cross, Bir- 
required, on or before Dec 10, to sand 

and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Howard 
i , solors for 


County Patatings or Lancaster. 


Lourep ‘in Cuancery. 


r quired, on or before Dec 10, to send their names and addreests. and the particulars | Bencat Ixpico Manuractuaiee Co, Limtrep—Creditors in the Uuited Kingdom are 
of their debts or claims, to Williem Waigh, 10, Coleman st 

Mancuesrer Teer Iyronrers, Lintrep—Creditors are req 
to send their names and 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Oct. 24, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
At.ex, Joux, Burnley, Groce:’s Assistant Burnley Pet 
Oct 20 Oct 2u 


Ord 

Ban«s, Henry, Brighten, Travelli:ig Merchant Brighton 
Pet Augi8 Ord Oct 21 

Bowen, Samvuet, Skewes, nr Neat>, Glam, Coal Mioer 
Aberavon Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Brettixcuam & Co, Gracechurch s§ High Court Pet Aug 

' 22 Ord Ost $0 

Exinpie, ALrrep Wiaxatt, Urmston, Cloth Salesman 
Se)ford recOct:0 Ord Ocb29 

Bryax, Barry Warrs, Todmorden, Draper Burnley Pet 
Oct 2 Ord Oct w 

Campen. Bicnarp. Weston, nr Bath, Cycle Manufacturer 
Bath Pet Oct 2i Ond Ost 2 

Carter, Percy ssutox, Mgin mans, Elgin ay High 

~ Court Pet Aug27 Ord Oct 15 

Cavex, Satuaniet, Ipswich Ipswich Pet Oct 6 Ord 


Oct 20 

Crarxe, Jopx Owey, Prestatyn, Flint, Saddler Bangor 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Uct 21 

Cuissorm, F, Teignmouth, Devon Cheltenbam - Pet Oct 6 
Ord Oct 21 


Cromuniz, James, Barrow in Furness, Seedsman Barrow in 
Farners Pet Oct2i Ord Oct 2: 

Cuprarp. James, Norwich, Grocer Norwich Pet Oct 20 
Ord Oct 20 

Cutsarp, Agtuur Drisewat.. Forpyce,. Ainsdale, or 
aaaeee Merchant Laverpool Pet Oct 8 Ord 


20 

Curner, Aanoy, Bethnal Green rd, Boot Dealer High 
court Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Dart. Henry, North Evington, Leicester,Grocer Leicester 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 


Davies, Mascaret, Liandudno,. Draper Bangor Pet 

Donson Joomes, Stetnland, nz Halitex, Bolicitor Halif 

ODSON, JOSReH, mr or ax 
Pet Ot6 Ord Oct it” 


Dcewpas, Lawaexce Cuantes, HM Prison, Maidstone, 
Governor Maid-tome Pet Oct10 Ord Oct 21 


Buus. Epwarp Cnaries, Chesterfield, Coachbui'der 
Chesterti:l4 Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Faatrey, Joszen Jopy, Malvern, Worcester, Grocer 
Worcester Pet Oot20 Ord 


Oct 20 
nr Garstang, Lancs, Schoolmaster 


Hat, Joun, Catterall, 
Ord Oct 21 


Preston Pet Oct 71 


Hirt, Vranx, Kinver, Staffs, Farmer Stourbridge Pet 
Hi a Tom, Bisse Mon, Tailor Newpoit, M Pet 
oweits,. Tom, e on 
Oct 2% Ord Oct 22 ae . 


Hu.pest, Warrer, West Yatton, Keynell, Wilte, Farmer 
path Pet OctS Ord Uct 20 


addrerses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 


{ 
| 





} 


| 





r- quired, on or betore Nov 20, or elsewhere Oec 20, to send their names and addresses, 


uired, on or before Nov 24; | cseee’ 
anchester 





Joszru, Feny,{Devonport, Naval Outfitter Plymouth Pet 
20 Ord Oct 20 


Lewis, Awniz, Birmingham, Jeweller Birmiogham Pet 
Sept 24 Ord Oot 20 . : 

Mitts, Avevstus, Newark upon Trent, Wicker Chair 

er Notingham Pet Uct 21 Ord Oc’ 21 

Mizow, Epwarp, Market Weighton, Yorks, Joiner York 
Pet Occ2i Ord Oct 21 

Newtoy, James Youse, Kingsthorpe, Northampton 
Northamoton Pet Uct2t Ord Oct 21 

Parker, James SpaRKHALL, and Lronarp Samu. 
Parkers, Wymondham, Ni ik, Gneezrs Noraich 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 3 

Perrin, Jonw Sotomon, Handsworth Birmiogham Pct 
Uct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Paitzies. Henay. Luppitt, Devon, Farmer Exeter Pet 
Oct 21 Ora Oct 21 

Pocmone, Hexry. Gt Horton, Bradford, Botanical Beer 
Brewer Bradford Pet Oct22 Ord Oct 22 

Porrer, Grorck Rexs, Adeluide pl, Locdon Bridge, 
Shippieg Agent Bigh Court Pet Sept2? Ord Uct 22 

Provp, Rervgcca, Burton, Westmorland, Liceosed 

Victualler Kendat Pet Oct 22 Oud Oct 22 

Pym. Percy and Josern Eayzst Brows, Belper, Derby 
Derby Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 ‘ 

Ricuarpson. C H, Romford rd, Forest Gate, Builder High 
Court Pet Oct 1 Ord Oct 22 


| s, Tunbridge Wells, Farmer Msid- 
bac em Henseat, York, Joiner. York Pet Oct 9 | ane Soo og Ra re) 1} ete 
2 | 


stone Pet Oct 20 ct 20 

Rusurirta, Grorce, Foleshill, Warwick, Gasfitter 
Coventry Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Russett, Asa Epmunp, Shepton Mallet, Somerset, Grocer 

ells Pet Uct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Russert, THomas, Worcester, Pumber Worcester Pet 
Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Scorr. Tuomas, West Ealing, Build:r Brentford Pet 
Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 


Srantine, Ricuarp Hotes, Gt Yarmouth Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct x0 

Tsomas, Giteet Georce, Mountain Ash, Glam, Grocer 
Aberdare Pet Oct 2u Ora Oct 20 

Tone, Joun, Liaygunlio, Radaoor, Blacksmith Leominster 
Pet Uct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Waarttire, Josern, Willevhall 8 affs, Builder Wolver- 
hampton Pet Uct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Weep, Grorce Henny, Watsal), Grocsr Walsall Pet Oct 
20 Ora Oct 20 

Witxrson. Wiru1am, Market Harborough, Leicester, 
Chemist Leicester Ord Oct2i Ord Oct 21 

Witsow, 4 rrp, Bridlington, Butcher Scarborough Pet 
Oct 28 Ord Oct 


22 
Witsos James Guorce, Cheltenham Cheltenham Pat 
Ox%20 Ord Oct 20 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Braves, Groree, Gt Grimsby, Blecksmith’s Striker Oct31 
atil Off Kec, 15 Osborne at Gt Grimsby 
Bretriscuam & Co. Gracechurch st Nov7at12 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 








and particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Fietcher Allured, 45, Spring gdns, 





Beinpug, Atrrep Wicyant. Urmston, Cloth Salesman 


Oct 31 at 330 Off Ree, Byrom ss. Manchester 
Couss, Fraepericx Jamés. nstieid Woodhous;,’ Notts, 
Li Victualler Uct 31at12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, 
Park at, Notingbam 
Coxway, Ricnaro Josern, Cheetham, Manchester, 
Grocer Oct 3iat3 Off Kec Byrom st, Mancheser 
Coox, CHarntes Herpsrt, York, Uabinet Maker Nov 5 
4t 11.30 Uff Rec, Tne Red Houss. York 
Davixs, Davin WituaM, Penygraig Glam, Grocer Nov 4 
at3 135, High st, Merthyr Tyufi: 
Davigs, Lewis Janes, Aberaman, Aberdare, Collier 
Nov8at3 135 digo et, Merthyr Tyddl 
Les, Boseer, Ardwick, achester, Pork Butcher 
Uct Slat 230 Off Rec. Byrom st, Manchester 
Fee 67 > bee Belaont, Matvern, Worcester, 
rucet at 113) 45, Copenhagen st, Worceste' 
Farmesy, Wittiam, Gt Grimsby, Grocer Ocs 31 at 1130 
Uff Rec, 16, Osborne st, Gt Grim-b7 
Hakznis, Ruys, Cadoxton justa Neath, Glam, Coal Miner 
Uct 31 at 2.80 Off Rec, Alexandra ra, Swansea 
Haywanrp, Arruue, Southend on Sea, Furaiture Kemover 
3 Nov 5 at 12 Pa ie ae * 
ONES, ANNE, wyn Bay. Denbigh, Lodging hous: 
— Oct. 31 at 12 Crypt chmors, Eastgate row, 
Laypav, Marcus, Highbury New pk Nov 10 at 12 
Baak: bidgs, Carey st 
Lawrence, tgorotp James, Falham, Cabinet Maker 
Nov 3at2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, carey st 
Liviseton, Doveras Vivey, Leamington, Warwick, 
+ a Oct 81 at 1030 Off Rec, 17, Herttud st, 


Ooventry 

Lirsoy, Josgru, Portobello r3, Notting Hill, Draper Nov 
4at230 Bankruptcy bides, fienet th 

Mzap, Josiau, Holiowsy 1d, Drsper. Nov 5 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mizon, Eowarp, Market Weizht»n, Yorks, Joiner Nov 5 
atl2so Off The Red tlouse, York 

Oct 31 


Nasu, Eten, yr TydtJ, Clothes Dealer 
at 3 186, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Norman, Joszrn Darby, flovi-t Oct 8iat1l Off Rec, 47, 
Full at, De: by 


Oswaup, Frances Auice, Hilldrop cres, Camden rd Nov 5 
atll Carey at 

Perkins, Josern,, Sb , Cartiog Contractor Oct 81 at 
12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Luppitt, Devon, Farmer Nov 5 at 

5 Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Porrer, Groner Eres, Adelaide pi, London Bridg2, 
Shipping Agent Nov 6 at 12 Bantraptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Barna, Son, & Co, Austra ian av, importers Nov 6 at 
L ptcy bidge, Carey st 

as, ae ee Ciothi:r Nov 6at8 Bankraptcy 

. Carey 

Ricnarpson, C H, Romford rd, Forest Gate, Builder Nov 
7 at 12 wey od bidgs, Cares at 

Roseats, Joun. Willenh+ll, staffs, Fruiterer Nov 4 at 11 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 











NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


35, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C. 





Subscribed Capital, £4,233,325. 


LAWRENCE EDLMANN CHALMERS, Esq. 
WILLIAM FOWLER. . 
‘W. MURRAY GUTHRIE, Esq... MP. 


Manager: LEWIS BEAUMONT. 


DIRECTORS. 
EDMUND THEODORE DOXAT, Esq., Chairman, 
WILLIAM HANCOCK, Esq. 


QUINTIN HOGG, Esq. 
Sub-Manager: PHILIP HARILD WADE. 





Paid-up Capita, £846,666. 


Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


SIGISMUND F&BDINAND MENDL, Esq. 

JOHN FRANCIS OGILVY, Esq 

WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON, Esq. 
Secretary: CHARLES WOOLLEY. 


Auditors: JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.); FRANCIS WILLIAM PIXLEY, Esq. (Messrs. Jackson, Pixley, Browning, & Co.), 
Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION AND SMITH'S BANK OF LONDON, LIMITED. 





Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 


Mone 


jonger eriods upon Terms to be Specially Agreed upon. 
vestments in and Sales of all descriptions of British and Foreign Securities effected. All 


ommunications upon this subject to be addressed to the Manager. 





received on Deposit, at Call and Short Notice, at the Current Market Rates, and for 
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Roire, WartTer Joux, a Wells, Farmsr Nov 65 
at 1030 9, King st, Maidstone 

RusurirtH, Gsorck. Foleshill, Warwick, Gas Fitter 
Oct 81 at 12 Ort Ree, 17, Hereford at, Coventry 

Ru maine Samus. Epwarp, Rothley, uct 81 at 
12-0 Off Rec,1. Benidge st. Leicester 

Russe. , Tuomas, Worcester, Puumber Nov 1 at 1130 
45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

corr THomas, West —e Builder Nov3Sat3 Bank- 
ruptey bidge, Carey st 

Snaw, Joun W1L114M, Nelson, Tobacconist Oct 31 at 12.15 
Px e Hovei, Nicholas st, Barniey 

frexcer, Wiru1am, Rushden, Northampton Nov 3 at 12 
Od Reo, vou, et, Ni rthampton 

Stew. Bicaarv, Hav-rbolme. nr Sleaford oy Fa mer 
Oct 81.at 12.15 Off Res, 31, Silver st. Lincol 

SvpexnaM, Jamas Stoye., Tiverton, Devon, Smi' vb Nov 5 
at 10.95 Off Reo, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Taomss, Henry. Carmarthen, Lane Nov 5 at 1245 
Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 

Wakrwtine, Joszen, Willenhall. Builder Nov 3at12 Off 
Rec, Wo. verbampton 

Wess, Daviv KanvoLru, Wootton, Berks, Farmer Oct 81 
ati2 1, 8t Aldates, Oxford 
Amended notice substituted for that ge eue in 

the London Gezette of Oct 1 

Evans, Epwarp Artuur, Penrhyn ay nt Liandusn>, 

Brickmaker Oct 24 atl2 Crpt chmbrs, Eastgate rov, 


Chester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Axes, Jouy. Burnley, Grocer’s Ass'stant Burnley Pet 
Oct 20 O 2 


ra Oct 20 

Breprorp. Heapert, Marlborough p'. St John’s Wood 
High Cou:t Pet Sept 24 Ord Oct 21 

Bowgn, Samvugt, a ar Neath, Coal Miner Aberavicn 
Pet Oct 2t Ord Oct 21 

Bacreua ALFRED WicNaLt, Urmston, ng Cloth Bales- 

Salford Pet Oct20 Ord Oct 

Bryan, an, Baber Watts, Todmorden, tea Burnley Pet 

Oct 20 Ord Oct 


20 

Campen. Ricuarp, Weston, as Bett, Cycle Manufacturer 
Bath Pet Oct2l Ord —. 

Carapus, Rosert Wiisox, Barrow in Furness, Baker 
Barrow iu Furness -Pet Beptis” Ord Oct 22 

Cranks, Joun Owzn. Preatatyn. Fliat, Saddler Bangor 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Coox, CuaRnLes Hensert, York, Joiner York Pet Oct9 
Ord Oct 21 , 

Cromere James. Barrow in Furness. Seedsman Barrow in 
Furness Pet Oct 91 Ord Oct 22 

Cronean, Samet, Norwich, Grocer Norwich Pet Oct 20 


Curner, Aaron, Bethnal on 14, Boot Dealer High 

Court Pet Uct 22 Ord Oct 
Leicester, 

Davigs, +4 Liandudno, Draper Bagnor Pet Oct 
18 

E.urs, Bpwarp Saamae, Chesterfield, Coach Builder 
Chestertield Pet 0.t 20° Ord Oct 20 

Faritxey, Joszrx Joun, Belmont, — Wores, Grocer 


Worcester Pet Oc. 20 Ord Oct 
Fencuson, Grorce Gusnis, Y= so Hampstead High 


Dart, Grocer 


Croydon Ptasugi9 Ord Oct 21 
—- 1 soe ASCROFT, hover, Grocer 
Hitt, Frayx, spam, Staffz, Farmer Stourbridge Pet 
Oct 20 Ord Oct 2 
—— nite 
High Court 
Pet Juns 25° Ord 
Mizon, Epwarp, Market Weighton, Yorks, Sew York 
‘Pet Oct 21 Ord 
— Norfolk, Grocers Norwich 
Ond Oct 2 
High Gout Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 21 
Licensed 
Rotrt, Warrer Jouy, Tunbdridge 
tomer Gas Fitter 
Coventr? Nance Ord Oct 2 
Russeit, Tomas, Lowesmoor, Worcester, Plumber 
Oct 2t Ord Ocs 2 
Tuomas, Gitpert Grorce, Mountain Asb, Glam, Grocer 
Oct 20 Ord Uct 20 
me, Gro Pet Oct 2v rd Oct x0 
Wrens 7 Henry, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet 
Oct 7 Ura O 
Merket Harborough, Chemist 


Wrison, Atrged, Rridlington, Yorks, Butcher Scar- 
borough Pet Ort 22 Ord Oct 22 

Wi son, James Geonce Cheltenham Oheltenham Pet 
‘Ot Ord Ot vu 

Woop, Bicuarp Stuckey, Stoneycroft, Livrjo:1 Liver- 
ool Pctsept10 Ord Oct 22 

Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Sept 5: 

Tuomas. Fowarp Susees, Bere Regis, Dorset Poole Pet 
aug 29 Ord Sept 
Amended eeties Substituted for that pablished in 

the London Gazette of Oct lo: 

Cowie, Cuartes. nnd Norman Cuasies Exvest Dextoyx 

—- eld, Fishmongers Shefficid Pet Oct 8 Ord 
8 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
Puiturs. Henry Caarizs Bueneit, Tupsley, Hereford, 
Hereford Adjud Aug 13, 1896 Annul Oct 17, 19.2 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazatte of Oct 14: 
Dovetas-Witiay, Rosert, Clifton, el, Gent Bristol 
adjud Jan 38, 1901 Annul Sept 28 
‘Amended notice satstituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 10 


Porrs, ARTHUR weeny Wolverhampton Ad 
Jan 31, 1901 Aneul Oct 6, - 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soricirors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 


Annual Subscriptions, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE: 
Soricrrors’ JouRNAL, £1 6s, ; by post, £1 8s. 
WEEKLY REPORTER, £1 6s. ; by post, £1 8s. 
Soxticitors’ JOURNAL and WERBKLY 


REPORTER, £2 123., post-/ree. 


Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 2s. 9d. ; half 
* 
law cal*, 5s. 6d. 





MARINE AND GENERAL 
MUTUAL LIFE OFFICE. 


All Policies taken out peter to 1857 have now 
been DOUBLED by Bonus. 





Hean Orrice : 


14 LEADENHALL STREET, LONDON. 





ASOKA = 


A most absorbent 
Blotting Paper. 


Ask your Stationers for— 


- BLOTTING 


and quick-drying 


Some Blottings are CHEAP in price 
but DEAR in actual value. 





Every Sheet is Water-marked 





INFANT ORPHAN ASYLUM, 
WANSTEAD. 


Patron—His Masesty Tue Kina. 
Bankers—Measrs, Wiiuiams, Deacon, & Co. 

This Institution—founded in 1827—requires ye pond per 
annum to maintain the 600 children—orphans E of persons 
Anpual ee from Half-a-Gui or Life Sub- 

sg ve Guineas, entitle the donors to vote at 


of £100 and Executors to 
v hegeet a. HARDING GREEN, Secretary. 
Officer : &8, Tod ohm. 


TENTH a ae be, nage ane Correcrep, 1898). 


THE INSTITUTES Or JUSTINIAN, 


With English Introduction, Translation, and Notes. 
By the late THOMAS SOLLETT SANDARS, M.A. 
Barrister-at-La’ 











Court Pet Sept29 Ord 0 
Goopwix, Tuomas Buxtoy, “South Norwood, Builder 
Hat, Jony, wy ey’ nr er | Lancs, Schoolmaster 
Preston’ Pet Get #1 Ord Oct 2 
Canterbury 
t Sept 20 Ord Oct 20 
Howat1s, Tom, Rica, Mon, Tailor Newport, Mon Pet 
Oct 22 Ord Oct 
+ Naval Outfitter Plymouth 
Oct 10° Ord Oct 20 
Sssnem, JOSEPH, Broad war, ‘Westminster 
Minis, Avaustus, Newark upon Trent, ane Chair 
Maker Nottingbam Pet Uct Ora 
Oct 21 
Parker, James SparkHatt, end Leronarp Samver 
Pet Uct 22 Ord Oct 
=" 8s, Henry, Lagpitt, Devon, Farmer Exeter Pet 
21 
Prowrianut, Grorce, Hackney rd, Shoreditch, Dairyman 
Repzecca, Burton, Westmerland, 
Victuslier Kendal Pét Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 
Pym, Percy, and Josera Enxest Brown, Belper, Derby 
Deroy Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct x2 
Wells, Farmer 
Maidstone Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
Rvusuriata, Grorce, Fole hill, 
Russgit, Asa Boucnp. Mallet, Bom raet, Grocer 
Web's Put Oct 42” Ord Doe 22 
Worcester Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
Ecorr. Tomas, ae Baling, Builder Brentford Pet 
Braruixe, Ricnarp a, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk Gt 
armouth Pet Oc§ 20 Ord Oct 20 
Aberdare Pet Octs0 Ord Oc’ 20 
Tone, 290%. Laces. 5 Racnor, B ‘sckamith Leominster 
Urns, Jonny, Mette, Plumber Eastbourne Pet Oct 
17 Ord Oct? 
hey ~ TIRE, frente bo omen Arogery Builder Wolver- 
Oct 20 
a... :ER, » Peask “ Xemecth, Builder Piymouth Pet 
WILKINSON, Visas, 
Leicester Pet Oct 21° Ord Oct 21 


Loxpox: LONGMANS, GREEN, & CO, 
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33. 11d. per dozen. 


COLLARS: Ladies’ 3-fold from 3:1. 6d 
CUFFS for Ladies or Gentlemen, from 5s. 


Fish Napkins. 23. 11d. per dozen ; 
yards square, 23. 6d. 
Strong veckabeck Towels, 4s. 6d. per dozen. 


11d. 


Shirts, with 4-fold pure Linen Fronts, 353. 6d. half-dozen. 


IRISH DAMASK TABLE AND HOUSE LINEN. 


Dinner Napkins, 5s. 6d 
: 24 yards by 3 yards, 5s. 6d. each: Kitchen Table Cloths, 114d. each. 


ROBINSON & CLEAVER, 


BELEAST, axp 


156 to 170, REGENT STREET, LONDON, W., 


Linen Manufacturers to His Gracious Majesty the King, and 
H.R.H. the Princess of Wales. 


IRISH CAMBRIC POCKET HANDKERCHIEFS. 


Children’s Bordered, le. 34. per dozen; Ladies’ Bordered. 23. $d. per dcezen; Gentle- 
men's Bordered, 3s. 34. per dozen ; Hemstitched : Ladies’, 2s. 94. 
Embroidered Handkerchiefs in all the latest styles, from 1s. to 203. each. 


Ltd. 


per dozen : Gen'lemen’ 8, 


IRISH LINEN COLLARS, CUFFS, SHIRTS. 


. per a 


Gents’ 4- told, 4s. 11d. per dozen. 
r dozen. Fine Quality Longcloth 
(To measure, 2s. extra.) 


per dozen ; Table Cloths, 2 


Frilled Linen Pillow Cases, from 1s. 43d. 





ILLUSTRATED PRICE LISTS AND SAMPLES POST-FREE. 











SIMMONDS’ DETECTIVES 


HENRY SIMMONDS. MANAGER. 


(LATE OF SLATERS’) 
9 & 30 KING S',CHEAPSIDE 
eo), 1°19], an 


IVORCE — All available reliable eviderce 
recretiy obtained for divorce p’oceedings by BI ¥_ 
MOSUB’ Detective, whore vast e in this p>r_ 
thuler Cas of work has bees pew for meny year, 
pest. Telegrams: * Kinster, Lowdon” Tel. Na 23) Bank 


o-AEDES. —SIMMONDS’ Detectives make 
8 specs! feature of al] cases of Plander. having been 

grpuisels ruccerstal ia copmection with these matters. 

Teegrems: *- Kinetrr, London” Tel. No 239 Bank 


aoe SHADOWING by experienced 
bs —_s and Suensto Wietestioes for 
* Biester, codon” Teil. No. 20 Bank. 


‘OMMERCIAL. — Evidence obtained for 
meorchan's, basberr, insurance ecm panies, {ins nciers, 
and menslacturcts in ali parts of the world. as to the 

















po sma, Fo their anenees trate am, oe gemers! 
Telegrams : | 


seturmpetion +ee-ntia! bumness surces 
~ Kimester, Lowdon ” TA No. 20 Beck. 
LACKMAIL, &c.—SIMMONDS’ Detec- 





FR ed hg on the d-sized object in al! — 
Mo. 190 Bask ee : 





ATEIMONIAL —Pasticulars as to social 
tation sf porta soxetly i ~~ Selly taveatignted, 
TAegeames: “ Kinser, London” Td. Bo 90 Bank. 


ANCIAL.—SIMMOND®S’ Detectives for 














Seed ¢$ @ ’ 
SP Le “ai. Tdegrems K waater 
_ ATE, && ic — SIMMONDS Detectives 
aad igvemgelicms in ems: 7 

we 
s wre re =a Ate core Tdhegrems 
SARE A OFFICES Oflered by » Bolicitor 
te Ang gne = 5 w + gy Aig myer on isciustve 


porn Died y pate 1 Ang W, de hayit 2 7 eid 


oS 


N.B.-—To Prevent Delay, all Letter ne Inquiries for Samples should be sent direct 





FOR PLEASURE AND PROFIT 











Nothing so profitable and 
easy to grow. 
80 Acres of Saleable Trees 


THE BEST PROCURABLE. 


Lists Free 
DREDS of THOUSANDS | 
ae hes in variety. Packing an d 
Carriage free for Cach with order 
8 per coz — per 00, 
AM other N oy Stk 


Carrviag pyc 


SaUotdinPOTS From 15,- a dez. 


Ornamental Trees, 91 Ac. «a 
A Superb Collection ot 
aon us moe ts, 
or eres of Cia 
Clematis 80,000 from is. "doz. 
N.B,—Single Plants are sold at 
slightly increased prices 


CENERAL CATALOGUE 
10 sagen of Ne apny tart 
artistically produced comtaininy 

wane handreds of ‘Mustentic ve, 
and full of valuatse information, 
free on reeeipt of TA, for postage. 

we mention thia Paper. 


i RICHARD SMITH & CO. WOFCFSTER 











SUN 


SUM INSURED EXCEEDS £460,000,000. 


LAW COURTS BRANCH: 
A. W. COUSING, District Manager. 


INSURANCE OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 


4, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 








oC 00L SHIP “CONWAY” 


VERPO 
vor TRAINING 
YOUNG GENTLEMEN 









FOR PROGMICTUS AVPLY TO 
THE CAP! AT MULE Re 


towecome OFFICERS 


i MEnonanT BTEAIERG, 





‘ Cc. & T. MOORR will SELL by AUC. 
e TION, at the MART, on THURSDAY, NOVEM. 
BRR 13, at T@O:— 

PLAISTOW.—By order of Mortgsgees, Freebold houses, 
oom. and lend, 21, 23. 25, 27, 29, Upper-road; 9. il 18 

pper-road ; 27, "29, 31, te -roaa ; 42, “4a, Helena-road | 

by 7 £240 per i annum. —Solici Messrs. Phillips & Boyle, 
179. Gre: House, E.C. 

MLL. BN O,—Corner _eeaioey No. 1. Wi'son-street, 
Buardett-road ; Jet at £33; term *9 years at £6. And (te 
Coben, deceased), the bouse No. 6, Tollet-s'reet, Globe. 
road ; ee £29; benggh 25 years at £3 3s —BSolicitora, 
Messrs. arvis, Chetham. & Co . 25, Finsbury-equare, E.C, 

WoTTmeH iene —The Freshold, 86 Upper Bast 
Fmitbfield. Adaptable for warehouse or factory. — 
—> o— Hicks, Arnold, & Mozley, 35, King- 


WAPPING and WALTHAMSTOW.—Nos 9 to 21, 
heres; let at £148; term 89 sears. at €6 10s a 
and the villa, 18 Copeland-rnad, Hoe-street ; 
years at £6.—S8 licitors, C. A. Russ, Esq, 62, 2 King 
William-street, E vu. 
Auction and Estate Offices, Seven, Leadenhall- 
street, E.C., and 144, Mile End. road, E, 





CO Cc. & T. MOORE will SELL by AUC- 
e TION, at the MART, on THURSDAY, NOVSM- 
BER 27, at TWO :— 

MILE END.—Re Reens deceased —No. 89, St. Peter’s- 
road, 6, Nicho'as-street, 51, Cephas-treet, 20, 21, Bean- 
mont-equare, 100 «102, Pridg=stree t+. Bow, 7 and 9, 
Addipgtwun-10ad St:paey, 8i, 83 85, Exmou h-stree’, Si, 
—, ane 19, 21. Antbony-street —Soliator, J. &, 
Harris, ¥ 95, Leadenhali- street, K C 

BETANAL G GREEN and BOW.—Re Yetton decewed.— 
Nos. 848 and Sic, Green-street, and 5, Digby-street ; Land 
in Chad-street, Sow; Shares in the Phcevir 
Prop. rty pg ogy Qo,—Solicitors, Messrs. F. R. Smith, 
Fons. & Co., PF oma ton ae erg B.C., and Messrs, 
Gellatly & Son, .. * Fenchurch-street, E 

Auction and Estate cy Offices, ae Leadenhall- 
street, E.C., and Mie End, 











y order of the Trustees of the Jate Mr. R. Mann 

ory’. of —— TMINSPER close to Victoria Station, “about 
800 yards from Victoria street. 
A Freehold Estate of about 49,266 super feet, inc’uding a 
fully -licam: ed house. 
ESSRS. E. & H. LUMLEY will SELL 
by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouss-yx>d, 
E.C., on (TUESDAY, NOVEWBGER 11, 1902, at 2WH 
o’clock pr y (unless previousty sold by private treaty), 
the valdable TREBHOLD ESTATE. haviog f-ontages t. 
Vauxzball Britge-road, Francis-screet,. and Willow-sirect, 
comprisiog nine at ops, two priv:te houses, a fu'ly license4 
public-house, builder’s yard, carmsn’s yard and s'ables, 27 
cot ages, und « modern dwelling The whole comorisioy 
an area of about 49, 266ft., and formiog an admirabic 
site suiteble for the erecti n of flate, a theatre or 
wusie hail, factory, or any other object requiriog large 
super ti ial ares. 

For plans aud perticu'ats of sae apoly to the Solicitors, 
Mersrs. Lumley & Lumley, 15, Old Jewry-chambers. ®.°., 
and 37, Conduit-steeet, W. ; and to the auctioneers. M¢rara, 
lamere fiend. St. James's House, 22, St. James's- 
street, &.W. 


FAALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS. LimMITeD., 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Paursamestary Bitis, Minvres or Evipence, Booxs oF 
Rereeence, Statements Or Cuaim, Answers, &v., &v. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLE7TS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 

And sll General and Commercial 
Every description of Printing. 


Printers of 7HE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WHEKLY REPORTAR, 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LARE, LONDUN, £.C. 








Work, 





ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION 
(in compection with ae and 'Buses from all 
ona 


CORORATION obiabni rit 16! 
NATION CE AOETTI ES | 

PORTRAIT MODETS 
HIS MaJESTY KING BDWAKD VIL, 


me “1 + $4 QUEN ALEX 4NDEA, 
and other MEMBERG of tne BOYVA!, FAMILY, &a,, &e, 
cOnonaTion OBLUGRITIES 
COBONATION COLSBRITIES! 


H.1M, the 6140 of PERSIA 
Viscount KITCH G, Lord MI UW, Gene FRENCE, 
Generals DE WET, Di La REY, and BOTHA, &o,, &o, 
BTBYN and aRUGER. 
bleaux, con ng 
wera, lt itary, and other Keoressntationn, 


Delightfu raring Oroboatea! Vertormapoes, 
Matame Tu nud's Koumaoien and, 
we in New Remeusnas 
pbeoteni ae Pate Be ities New ate 


luntpe oo 
Malet Sian TOnsAUD OnSAUD'S axarpirion. ree 
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Eeomossn050n 


